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Final  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Comment  Letters 


This  document  contains  letters,  postcards  and  public  meeting  response  cards  that  were  received  by  BLM 
commenting  on  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The  review  period  for  the 
Draft  began  June  19,  1998.  Originally  scheduled  to  end  September  18,  the  review  period  was  extended  to 
November  23,  1998.  Some  reviewers  commented  during  the  initial  period  and  chose  to  comment  again 
during  the  extension.  In  total,  approximately  500  comments  were  received. 

Not  all  of  the  comments  received  are  reproduced  here.  All  of  the  comments  received  from  local,  state  and 
federal  governments  during  the  initial  period  and  the  extension  are  included.  Also  included  are  all  of  the 
comments  from  associations,  organizations,  and  corporations  involved  in  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  Many 
of  the  comments  from  individuals  are  reproduced.  However,  since  a substantial  number  of  letters  and 
postcards  received  from  individuals  were  identical,  only  one  representative  card  or  letter  was  reproduced 
from  each  group.  Those  representatives  are  listed  in  the  Table  of  Contents,  followed  by  the  notation  et  al. 
Other  comments  not  reproduced  include  petitions,  cards,  and  letters  indicating  a simple  preference  for  one 
alternative  or  another.  The  originals  of  all  comments  are  on  file  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
office.  Copies  of  comments  that  are  not  reproduced  here  are  available  upon  request. 

Please  see  Chapter  Five  of  the  Final  SEIS  for  responses  to  the  comments  received. 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO 

Roy  Romcr,  Governor 
Patti  Shwoyder,  Ixecutive-  Director 

Dedicated  to  protecting  and  improving  die  health  and  environment  ol  the  people  of  Colorado 

4300  Cherry  Creek  Dr.  5.  Laboratory  and  Radiation  Services  Division 

Denver,  Colorado  80246*1530  8100  Lowry  Blvd 

Phone  (303)  692-2000  Denver  CO  80220*6928 

l ocated  in  Glendale,  Colorado  (303)  692-3090 

hllp://www.odphv,$tMv,co.us 

September  16,  1998 

Bureau  Of  Land  Management 
Attn;  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs.  Colorado  81602 


Colorado  Department 
of  Public  Health 
and  Environment 


Re:  The  Air  Pollution  Control  Division’s  (Division’s)  comments  on  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 

Area  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 
June  1998  - 1793  (CO-078) 

This  letter  contains  the  Division’s  comments  on  the  BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  (GSRA)  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Draft  SEIS)  for  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development 
dated  June,  1998.  In  general,  the  Division  does  not  believe  that  the  discussion  of  air  quality  impacts  in 
Chapter  4,  Environmental  Consequences,  is  adequate.  The  National  Environmental  Protection  Act 
(NEPA)  requires  that  environmental  impact  statements  clearly  disclose  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposed  action.  In  addition,  the  Supreme  Court  in  Baltimore  Gas  and  Electric  Company  vs.  The  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council,  Inc.,  462  U.S.  87,  97  (1983)  indicated  that  NEPA  places  “...upon  an  agency 
the  obligation  to  consider  every  significant  aspect  of  the  environmental  impact  of  a proposed  action."  In 
order  that  the  SEIS  meet  the  requirement  of  full  disclosure  of  all  significant  air  quality  impacts,  the 
Division  would  like  to  see  the  following  changes  or  additions  to  the  SEIS: 

• In  general,  it  is  not  sufficient  to  state  that: 

“before  development  could  occur,  the  Colorado  Department  of  Public  Health  and 
Environment,  Air  Pollution  Control  Division...  would  review  all  applicable,  project- 
specific  air  pollutant  emissions  preconstruction  permits  which  examine  potential  project- 
wide air  quality  impacts  above  statutory  minimum  levels.  Thus,  as  development  occurs, 
additional  site-specific  air  quality  analyses  would  be  performed  to  ensure  protection  of  air 
quality  resources.” 

While  it  is  true  that  the  Division  will  consider  facility-specific  impacts  in  the  permitting  process 
and  to  some  extent  project-specific  impacts  in  the  permitting  and  PSD  increment  tracking 
processes,  it  is  not  necessarily  true  that  the  Division  will  estimate  the  impacts  of  the  GSRA  project 
as  a whole.  The  impacts  of  the  project  as  a whole  need  to  be  addressed  in  the  SEIS. 

• On  page  4-2,  an  analysis  of  a similar  proposed  natural  gas  development  in  Wyoming  is  referenced 
in  support  of  statements  made  in  the  GSRA  SEIS.  There  is  no  way  for  the  reader  to  assess  the 
similarity  of  the  these  two  projects  in  terms  of  scope,  size,  and  geography.  If  this  other  study  is 
to  be  referenced,  the  narrative  of  the  GSRA  SEIS  should  demonstrate  that  the  scales  of 
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development  and  likely  impacts  are  similar.  Specific  numbers  from  the  Wyoming  project  should 
also  be  included  in  this  case  (at  least  in  an  appendix  to  the  SEIS). 

• Tables  containing  emissions  estimates  for  elements  of  the  project  (e.g.,  completion  testing  at  a 
single  well,  unit  well  constniction,  and  unit  compressor  activity)  and  for  the  project  as  a whole 
should  be  included  in  the  text  or  an  appendix.  These  should  be  summarized  in  the  Chapter  4 
narrative  on  air  quality.  NOx  emissions  from  compressor  stations  in  Colorado  can  vary  widely 
depending  upon  the  technology  used  or  the  age  of  the  equipment.  If  the  specific  nature  of  the 
compressor  technology  to  be  used  is  not  known,  then  a range  of  emission  estimates  should  be 
provided  in  the  SEIS.  Otherwise,  emissions  for  the  specific  varieties  of  compressors  to  be  used 
should  be  included. 

• It  is  our  understanding  that  the  results  of  ISC3  modeling  of  near-field  air  quality  impacts  and 
CALPUFF  modeling  of  far-field  impacts  are  going  to  be  included  in  the  final  SEIS.  Since  these 
analyses  are  not  present  in  the  Draft  SEIS,  it  is  not  possible  for  the  Division  to  assess  the  adequacy 
of  the  air  quality  modeling  of  this  natural  gas  development  project.  Inclusion  of  appropriate 
modeling  results,  however,  would  greatly  improve  the  completeness  of  the  SEIS.  Model  results 
should  address  potential  impacts  to  visibility  along  the  1-70  corridor  as  well  as  in  nearby  Class  I 
areas. 

• Western  Slope  communities  such  as  Montrose,  Delta,  and  Grand  Junction  are  increasingly 
concerned  about  degradation  of  visibility  in  and  near  these  cities.  While  visibility  impairment  in 
these  areas  does  not  exceed  specific  state  or  federal  standards,  there  is  still  strong  community 
interest  in  preventing  further  degradation  and  improving,  where  possible,  the  local  and  regional 
visual  air  quality.  The  Division  supports  efforts  at  the  local  level  to  assess  the  relationships 
between  area  emissions  and  visibility  and  to  implement  programs  for  reducing  air  quality  impacts. 
The  proposed  GSRA  project  is  relatively  near  these  communities,  and  the  Rifle-Silt  corridor  is 
iLself  likely  to  see  increasing  residential  development  during  the  life  of  the  proposed  project. 
Consequently,  the  Division  would  like  the  SEIS  to  address  the  relative  contributions  of  the 
proposed  project  and  of  all  local  oil  and  gas  resource  development  to  area  emissions  and  visibility 
impairment.  A “back-of-the-envelope”  emissions  inventory  for  1-70,  Rifle,  Silt,  and  nearby  major 
sources  would  be  useful  in  this  regard.  Comprehensive  emissions  inventories  have  been  developed 
for  Grand  Junction  and  would  provide  a useful  benchmark  for  assessing  the  relative  scales  of 
contribution  of  the  proposed  project. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  If  you  have  any  questions  about  the  Division’s  comments, 

please  contact  me  at  (303)  692-3239. 

Sincerely, 


Patrick  J.  Reddy 
Physical  Science  Researcher  III 
Air  Quality  Meteorologist 
Air  Pollution  Control  Division 


cc:  Sheila  Burns.  Phyllis  Breeze,  Dan  Ely,  Barbara  MacRae,  TSP  WP  4. 2. 3, 4 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO 


Roy  Komcf,  L OW rrio r 

Pjrti  Shwayder.  Executive  Director 

Dedicatee/  to  protecting  and  Improving  the  health  and  environment  oi  the  people  of  Colorado 
■1300  Cherry  Creek  Or.  S.  Laboratory  and  Radiation  Services  Division 


4300  Cherry  Creek  Dr.  S 
Denver,  Colorado  802*16-1  .'>30 
Phone  (303)  602-2000 
l ocated  in  Glendale,  Colorado 


ilorndo  802*10-1 330  hi  00  Lowry  Otvd. 


Denver  CO  (10220-6028 
1303)  602-3000 


Colorado  Department 
of  Public  Health 
and  Environment 


September  24,  1998 

Bureau  Of  Land  Management 

Attn:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 

Re:  Addendum  to  the  Air  Pollution  Control  Division  s (Division’s)  September  16,  1998,  comments 

on  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  June  1998  - 1793  (CO-078) 

This  letter  contains  a correction  to  the  Division’s  comments  on  the  BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area  (GSRA)  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Draft  SEIS)  for  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing 
and  Development  dated  June,  1998. 

In  the  text  associated  with  the  last  bullet,  the  earlier  comment  letter  states  that: 

“The  proposed  GSRA  project  is  relatively  near  these  communities,  and  the  Rifle-Silt  corridor  is 
itself  likely  to  see  increasing  residential  development  during  the  life  of  the  proposed  project. 
Consequently,  the  Division  would  like  the  SEIS  to  address  the  relative  contributions  of  the 
proposed  project  and  of  all  local  oil  and  gas  resource  development  to  area  emissions  and  visibility 
impairment.  A "back-of-the-envelope”  emissions  inventory  for  1-70,  Rifle,  Silt,  and  nearby  major 
sources  would  be  useful  in  this  regard." 

Instead  of  “the  Rifle-Silt  corridor1'  this  should  read  “the  DeBeque-Parachute-Rifle-Silt  corridor".  The  last 
sentence  shown  in  this  excerpt  should  also  include  the  towns  of  DeBeque  and  Parachute. 

Thank  you,  again,  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  If  you  have  any  questions  about  the  Division’s 
comments,  please  contact  me  at  (303)  692-3239. 


Physical  Science  Researcher  III 
Air  Quality  Meteorologist 
Air  Pollution  Control  Division 

cc:  Sheila  Bums,  Phyllis  Breeze,  Dan  Ely,  Barbara  MacRae,  TSP  WP  4. 2. 3. 4 


Sincerely, 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO 


Roy  Romer,  Governor 

Patti  Shwayder.  Executive  Director 


Dedicated  to  protecting  and  improving  the  health  and  environment  o(  the  people  ol  Colorado 


-1300  Cherry  Creek  Dr.  S. 
Denver,  Colorado  802 <16-1 S30 
Phone  (303)  692-2000 
Located  in  Glendale,  Colorado 


Laboratory  and  Radiation  Services  Division 
8100  Lowry  Blvd. 

Denver  CO  80220-6928 
(303)  692-3090 


http  .7/mvw.  cdp  he  .state. co. us 


Colorado  Department 
of  Public  Health 
and  Environment 


November  23,  1998 


Bureau  Of  Land  Management 

Attn:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 

Re:  The  Air  Pollution  Control  Division’s  (Division’s)  comments  on  the  Addendum  to  the  Glenwood 

Springs  Resource  Area  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement,  June  1998  - 1793  (CO-078) 


This  letter  contains  the  Division’s  comments  on  the  recently  released  Addendum  to  the  BLM  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area  (GSRA)  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Draft  SEIS)  for  Oil 
and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  dated  June,  1998.  The  Addendum  addresses  many  but  not  all  of  the 
Division’s  comments  contained  in  the  letter  of  September  16  to  Steve  Moore  and  the  BLM. 

• The  results  of  ISCST3  and  CALMET/CALPUFF  modeling  of  the  expected  impacts  of  the  project 
were  presented  in  the  Addendum.  This  greatly  improves  the  level  of  completeness  of  the  SEIS  in 
terms  of  full  disclosure  of  potentially  significant  impacts.  Details  of  the  modeling,  however,  were 
not  made  available  to  the  Division.  Consequently,  we  are  not  able  to  comment  on  the  technical 
details  of  the  modeling  process  itself. 

• The  modeling  analysis  presented  in  the  Addendum  included  a high-end  scenario  for  NOx  emissions 
from  compressor  stations.  This  addresses  concerns  articulated  in  the  Division’s  earlier  comment 
letter. 

i 

• Western  Slope  communities  such  as  Montrose,  Delta,  and  Grand  Junction  are  increasingly 
concerned  about  degradation  of  visibility  in  and  near  these  cities.  While  visibility  impairment  in 
these  areas  does  not  exceed  specific  state  or  federal  standards,  there  is  still  strong  community 
interest  in  preventing  further  degradation  and  improving,  where  possible,  the  local  and  regional 
visual  air  quality.  The  Division  supports  efforts  at  the  local  level  to  assess  the  relationships 
between  area  emissions  and  visibility  and  I to  implement  programs  for  reducing  air  quality  impacts. 
The  proposed  GSRA  project  is  relatively  near  these  communities,  and  the  DeBeque-Parachute- 
Rifle-Silt  corridor  is  itself  likely  to  see  increasing  residential  development  during  the  life  of  the 
proposed  project.  Consequently,  the  Division  would  like  the  SEIS  to  address  the  relative 
contributions  of  the  proposed  project  and  of  all  local  oil  and  gas  resource  development  to  area 
emissions  and  visibility  impairment.  A "back-of-the-envelope”  emissions  inventory  for  1-70,  Rifle, 
Silt,  and  nearby  major  sources  would  be  useful  in  this  regard.  Comprehensive  emissions 


Page  4 


GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Final  SEIS  - January , 1999 


DRAFT  SEIS  COMMENTS 


11/23/1998  13:54  303-782-5493 


AIR  POLLUTION 


PAGE  03 


inventories  have  been  developed  for  Grand  Junction  and  would  provide  a useful  benchmark  for 
assessing  the  relative  scales  of  contribution  of  the  proposed  project. 

In  its  earlier  letter,  the  Division  had  suggested  that  the  BLM  model  the  impacts  of  the  project  on 
visibility  along  the  1-70  corridor.  While  the  potential  visibility  impacts  in  wilderness  areas  are 
considered,  the  Addendum  does  not  address  the  contributions  of  the  project  to  local  visibility 
degradation. 

• On  page  20  of  the  Addendum,  the  BLM  indicates  that  at  "...the  time  of  a preconstruction  air 
quality  permit  application,  CDPHE-APCD  may  require  a much  more  detailed  increment 
consumption  analysis.”  The  Division  would  only  require  a cumulative  impact  analysis  for  PSD 
increments  if  a source  to  be  permitted  were  a major  source  subject  to  PSD  review  and  had  a 
“significant"  impact  on  ambient  air.  If  none  of  the  individual  facilities  met  these  criteria,  it  is 
likely  that  there  would  be  no  regulatory  vehicle  through  which  the  State  could  assess  the 
cumulative  impacts  of  the  entire  project. 

• Tables  presenting  the  emissions  of  the  project  as  a whole  were  not  included  in  the  Addendum  as 
had  been  requested  in  the  Division’s  earlier  letter. 

• The  Addendum  indicates  that  the  proposed  American  Soda  processing  facility  to  be  located  in 
Parachute  was  included  in  the  cumulative  impact  analysis.  It  is  appropriate  to  include  this  facility, 
but  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  should  also  include  the  American  Soda  Commercial  Mine  to 
be  located  in  the  Piceance  Basin.  An  analysis  of  the  potential  cumulative  impacts  to  the  PSD  Class 
I increment,  on  nitrate  and  sulfate  deposition,  and  on  regional  visibility  is  not  complete  without 
the  emissions  from  the  Piceance  facility t 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  If  ;you  have  any  questions  about  the  Division’s  comments, 

please  contact  me  at  (303)  692-3239. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick  J . Reddy 

Physical  Science  Researcher  III 

Air  Quality  Meteorologist 

Air  Pollution  Control  Division 

cc:  Sheila  Burns,  Phyllis  Breeze,  Coleen  Campbell,  Dan  Ely,  Chuck  Machovec,  Barbara  MacRae,  TSP 

WP4.2.3.4 
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STATE  OF  COLORADO 
Roy  Romer,  Governor 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 


DIVISION  OF  WILDLIFE 


AN  EQUAL  OPPORTUNITY  EMPLOYER 


John  W.  Mumma,  Director 
6060  Broadway 


Denver,  Colorado  80216 
Telephone:  (303)  297-1192 


For  Wildlife- 
For  People 


Western  Regional  Office  y 

711  Independent  Avenue 

Grand  Junction,  CO  81505-7126 

(970) 255-6100 

September  16,  1998 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  .Area 
P.  O.  Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

ATTN:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 

Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

The  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  has  reviewed  the  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  (DSEIS)  for  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  development  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  As  you  know,  the  impacts  to  wildlife 
from  oil  and  gas  activity  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  have  been  a contentious  point  between 
our  agencies  for  some  time.  We  hope  the  Final  SEIS  can  resolve  or  at  least  clarify  points  of  past  conflict 
and  confusion. 

In  our  review  of  the  document,  we  were  hoping  to  find  a clear  explanation,  discussion,  and  resolution  of 
our  ongoing  concerns  that  we  have  raised  in  previous  comments  on  oil  and  gas  activity  in  the  Resource 
Area  (letter  of  10/15/97).  Those  concerns  were:  1)  Our  experience  that  a 1991  Instructional 
Memorandum  (IM)  invalidates  assumptions  concerning  wildlife  mitigation  contained  in  the  1991  FEIS 
and  Record  of  Decision  (ROD);  2)  The  proposed  assumption  of  a “future  development  that  links  well 
numbers  to  the  surface  disturbance  acreage  analyzed  in  the  FEIS;”  and  3)  Issues  surrounding  evaluation 
and  monitoring  of  reclamation. 

Of  these  concerns,  only  number  three  has  been  addressed  by  the  SDEIS  in  a way  that  we  feel  is  an 
improvement  over  the  FEIS.  A new  issue  of  major  concern  to  us  is  the  Proposed  Action’s  call  for 
leasing  in  the  King  Mountain  area  of  Routt  County.  The  analysis  in  the  DSEIS  does  not  lay  any 
groundwork  or  justification  for  leasing  in  that  area;  examination  of  impacts  there  is  virtually  nonexistent. 

On  page  1 of  the  Executive  Summary  (“Purpose  of  the  SEIS”),  purpose  number  five  is  “to  permit  the 
review  and  modification  oflease  stipulations  that  could  be  applied  to  future  leases  or  used  as  COAs 
[Conditions  of  Approval]  on  existing  leases”  (italics  added).  However,  the  italicized  phrase  is  not 
contained  in  Chapter  1,  Section  1 .2,  Purpose  and  Need,  nor  is  it  meaningful  given  the  BLM’s  continued 

DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES,  Wade  Buchanan  . Acting  Executive  Director 
WILDLIFE  COMMISSION.  Chuck  Lewis,  Chairman  »Mark  LeValley,  Vice  Chairman  •Bernard  Black.  Secretary 
Dorothea  Farris,  Member  • Phillip  James,  Member  ‘Arnold  Salazar,  Member  • James  R.  Long.  Member  • John  Singletary,  Member 
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reluctance  to  require  mitigation  for  fear  of  violating  existing  lease  rights.  The  voluntary  aspect  of  most, 
if  not  all  wildlife  mitigation  should  be  pointed  out  up-front.  Reading  the  Executive  Summary  would 
give  the  reader  the  impression  that  the  SEIS  is  requiring  a great  deal  of  additional  mitigation  measures, 
when  in  fact  mitigation  for  the  great  majority  (94%)  of  potential  activity  described  in  the  SEIS  is  merely 
voluntary  by  holders  of  existing  leases. 

We  do  not  want  to  engage  in  controversy  over  what  type  of  mitigation  does  or  does  not  violate  existing 
lease  rights  with  each  and  every  individual  Environmental  Assessment/ Application  for  Permit  to  Drill. 
The  Final  SEIS  should,  at  a minimum,  clearly  state  what  kinds  of  mitigation  the  BLM  can  require 
without  violating  lease  rights  granted.  Or  stated  another  way,  what  mitigation  stipulations  does  BLM 
plan  to  apply  as  part  of  Standard  Lease  Terms  and  Conditions  on  existing  leases?  At  least  at  that  point 
we  would  avoid  the  confusion  between  what  mitigation  does,  or  does  not,  violate  lease  rights  granted 
and  whether  BLM  thinks  mitigation  is  necessary  at  all.  Again,  this  relates  to  our  concern  #1  above,  the 
conflict  between  the  FEIS  and  the  1991  Instructional  Memorandum. 

The  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife  believes  mitigation  measures  are  necessary.  The  impacts  are 
occurring  as  analyzed,  yet  the  DSEIS  identifies  300  additional  wells  on  BLM  leases  and  up  to  1200 
wells  for  private  lands  in  Region  Four.  Even  with  these  additional  wells,  the  DSEIS  still  concludes  there 
is  no  significant  impact  to  other  natural  resources.  This  is  contrary  to  site  specific  undue  and 
unnecessary  degradation  that  has  been  documented.  The  BLM  is  merely  hoping  that  voluntary 
compliance  will  mitigate  the  impacts  of  up  to  290  wells  on  existing  leases.  Little  wildlife  mitigation  has 
occurred  relative  to  the  scale  of  drilling  activity.  Quite  frankly,  it  appears  to  us  that  any  COAs  a 
leaseholder  would  rather  avoid  are  considered  a violation  of  lease  rights. 

The  1991  FEIS  analysis  of  the  Standard  Lease  Terms  and  Conditions  Alternative  states:  “Standard  lease 
terms  would  not  allow  BLM  to  mitigate  all  of  the  most  detrimental  impacts  to  crucial  fish  and  wildlife 
habitat  from  oil  and  gas  development.”  (Top  of  p.  4-9,  FEIS).  The  1991  FEIS  analysis  of  the  " already 
leased  " BLM  ownership  shows  a significant  impact  to  wildlife  resources”  (FEIS,  p.  4-9)  and  the  Record 
of  Decision  (pgs.3  & 26)  affirmed  that  various  conditions  of  approval  (COA)  could  be  applied  to  this 
"already  leased"  portion  to  mitigate  the  significant  impacts  analyzed.  We  understand  that  the  Standard 
Lease  Terms  alternative  was  not  selected  in  1991.  However,  we  believe  BLM’s  conclusion  that  standard 
lease  terms  will  not  allow  mitigation  of  the  most  detrimental  impacts  is  still  valid  in  the  current  situation, 
as  most  past  and  future  wells  (94%)  under  evaluation  in  the  DSEIS  and  FEIS  are  leased  under  Standard 
Lease  Terms  and  Conditions.  Thus,  most  disturbances  to  wildlife  in  the  area  being  addressed  in  the 
document  have  not  been,  and  apparently  will  not  be  mitigated. 

We  want  to  see  clarification  of  the  mitigation/lease  rights  issue  in  the  Final  SEIS.  The  Final  must 
discuss  and  clarify  whether  the  Conditions  of  Approval  for  soils,  riparian,  and  wildlife  proposed  in  the 
Proposed  Action  and  Maximum  Protection  alternatives  will  be  consistent  with  valid  existing  rights.  If  a 
determination  is  made  that  they  are  not  consistent  with  lease  rights  granted,  references  to  mitigation  of 
impacts  from  new  wells  on  existing  leases  should  be  removed  from  the  text  of  the  Final  SEIS,  and  a 
worst  case  scenario  assumed  in  determining  environmental  consequences. 
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Because  of  this  lack  of  clarification,  this  document  does  nothing  beyond  the  1991  FEIS  in  terms  of 
identifying  specific  areas  of  wildlife  concern  that  would  trigger  mitigation  measures  for  wildlife; 
everything  is  again  left  to  a well  by  well,  case  by  case,  analysis.  Our  experience  has  shown  that  as  long 
as  impacts  are  determined  on  a well  by  well  basis,  the  BLM  perceives  no  significant  impacts  to  wildlife. 
There  are  significant  cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife,  particularly  to  wintering  mule  deer,  soils,  and 
riparian  areas.  We  believe  that  this  piecemeal  analysis  results  in  undue  and  unnecessary  habitat  loss, 
indirect  impacts,  and  cumulative  impacts,  which  ultimately  have  significant,  negative  impacts  on 
wildlife.  The  Final  SEIS  should  provide  a mechanism  for  unit  planning  that  includes  mitigation  on  a 
scale  that’s  appropriate  to  the  wildlife  negatively  affected. 

This  brings  up  our  second  concern,  regarding  the  assumption  of  a future  development  that  links  well 
numbers  to  the  surface  disturbance  acreage  analyzed  in  the  FEIS.  The  analysis  of  impacts  is  solely 
determined  as  a percent  of  total  acreage  affected  in  Region  4.  An  acreage  only  assessment  of  impacts 
would  underestimate  overall  impacts  to  wildlife.  This  gives  the  illusion  that  the  total  area  affected  is 
very  small  in  relation  to  all  of  Region  4.  No  consideration  is  given  to  the  fact  that  wells,  and  their 
impacts,  tend  to  be  concentrated  in  several  relatively  limited  areas.  The  increasing  density  of  wells,  the 
corresponding  increase  in  human  activity,  the  juxtaposition  of  these  activities  to  important  wildlife 
habitat,  and  the  cumulative  effects  in  a particular  area  are  not  addressed  in  the  DSEIS.  Nor  does  it  assess 
the  overall  cumulative  and  indirect  impacts.  BLM  should  tie  future  development  to  well  numbers  and 
location  in  addition  to  surface  disturbance. 

For  example,  the  discussion  of  wildlife  impacts  points  out  that  of  the  55%  of  deer  winter  range  impacted 
in  Region  4,  only  2.7%  has  resulted  from  oil  and  gas  activity.  Looking  at  Region  4 as  a whole,  this  may 
well  be  the  case,  but  it  is  misleading,  in  that  much  of  the  oil  and  gas  activity  is  concentrated  in  a fairly 
small  area.  The  deer  heavily  impacted  on  their  winter  range  are  not  going  to  find  their  way  to  less 
impacted  winter  range  elsewhere  in  Region  4.  Individual  deer  tend  to  be  highly  faithful  to  specific 
winter  range  areas.  Beyond  that,  with  55%  already  impacted,  and  an  additional  1 1%  projected  for  impact 
by  activity  described  in  the  Proposed  Action,  the  remaining  34%  becomes  more  important.  Moreover, 
the  remaining  intact  winter  range  on  public  land  within  that  34%  becomes  even  more  important,  because 
mitigation  and  avoidance  measures  can  legally  be  required  more  easily  than  on  private  lands  if  BLM 
chooses  to  require  them. 

We  analyzed  impacts  from  drilling  activity  in  three  key  areas  of  severe  winter  range  for  mule  deer. 
“Severe  winter  range”  is  more  limited  than  “winter  range”  by  our  definitions.  Severe  winter  range 
(SWR)  is  defined  as  “that  part  of  the  range  of  a species  where  90%  of  the  individuals  are  located  when 
the  annual  snowpack  is  at  its  maximum  and/or  temperatures  are  at  a minimum  in  the  two  worst  winters 
out  of  ten.”  This  analysis  does  not  include  acreage  from  roads,  subdivisions,  towns,  or  other 
disturbances.  The  numbers  reflect  the  eighth  of  a mile  buffer  for  indirect  impacts  around  a well  in 
severe  deer  winter  range.  We  used  a one-eighth  mile  buffer  around  existing  well  sites,  and  broke  the 
severe  winter  range  into  three  segments:  1.  North  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Rifle  and  Parachute 
(36,414  acres);  2.  South  of  the  Colorado  River  between  Rifle  and  Parachute  (19,077  ac.);  and  3.  Divide 
Creek  (43,918  ac.). 

We  calculated  that  16.7%  of  the  SWR  north  of  the  river  falls  within  an  eighth  of  a mile  of  existing  wells. 
South  of  the  river,  12.4%  is  within  the  same  distance,  and  in  Divide  Creek,  6.7%  is  within  an  eighth  of  a 


Page  8 


GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Final  SEIS  - January,  1 999 


DRAFT  SEIS  COMMENTS 


S.  Moore 
P-4 

mile  of  an  existing  well.  Splitting  the  area  north  of  the  river  into  two  sections  at  Rulison  gives  a more 
detailed  look  at  impacts  to  SWR:  1 1%  of  the  SWR  acreage  (17,069)  east  of  Rulison  is  within  the  eighth- 
mile  buffer;  to  the  west,  21.8%  is  within  660  ft.  of  a well.  What  this  shows  us  is  that  SWR  in  the 
Parachute  area  is  suffering  greater  loss  of  winter  ranges  than  elsewhere,  a fact  that  is  not  displayed  at  all 
in  the  DSEIS.  This  is  without  any  new  wells  factored  in.  This  type  of  analysis  is  more  meaningful 
because  it  has  a geographic  context  and  examines  a more  finite  resource. 

We  do  not  concur  with  the  conclusion  of  the  DSEIS  that  because  natural  background  soil  erosion  and 
landslide  activity  in  the  area  is  very  high  due  to  the  nature  of  the  soils,  that  impacts  from  oil  and  gas 
activities  are  negligible.  This  does  not  justify  the  poor  practices  of  soil  placement  and  stream  crossings 
that  have  taken  place  in  Riley  and  Starkey  Gulches  and  many  other  areas  of  Region  4.  Parachute  Creek 
often  flows  clear  until  it  reaches  Starkey  Gulch.  The  point  is  that  erosion  from  surface  disturbance 
related  to  oil  and  gas  activity  is  additive  to  natural  erosion  and  should  be  avoided  or  minimized.  The 
U.S.  Forest  Service  does  not  allow  any  timber  cutting  activity  on  soils  classified  as  highly  erosive.  The 
BLM  should  avoid  leasing  areas  with  highly  erosive  soils,  and  apply  “no  surface  occupancy”  (NSO) 
stipulations  to  slopes  >25%.  We  suggest  that  the  BLM  consult  the  Natural  Resources  Conservation 
Service  for  estimates  of  natural  and  potential  soil  loss  potential  from  disturbances. 

Regarding  reclamation,  the  statement  in  the  Executive  Summary,  p.  vii-viii,  “Soils”  that  the  total  effects 
on  soils  from  oil  and  gas  development  management  in  Region  4 has  been  minimal  ...due  in  large  part  to 
well  established  mitigation  and  reclamation  practices  that  minimize  the  effects  of  surface  disturbance  is 
not  substantiated  by  the  information  in  Appendix  I,  Surface  Reclamation.  For  wells  drilled  from  1 977- 
1988,  43%  of  the  reclamation  is  unacceptable;  for  1989-95  wells,  54%  of  the  reclamation  is  at  risk  or 
unacceptable.  A 40%  unacceptable  rate,  after  20  years  in  some  cases,  indicates  a reclamation  program 
that  needs  tougher  standards  and  more  follow-through. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  new  reclamation  policy  and  requirement  by  operators  and  BLM  to  monitor  is  an 
improvement.  Measuring  cover  by  species  is  good,  as  long  as  the  methodology  entails  actual 
measurement,  not  mere  estimation.  However,  the  present  methodology  is  not  representative,  and  it  is  not 
precise  enough  to  evaluate  the  proposed  objectives,  i.e.,  the  sample  size  is  to  small.  If  the  proposed 
standards  can  be  effectively  evaluated  and  enforced,  then  the  level  of  success  toward  mitigation  goals 
and  objectives  of  reclamation  can  be  determined. 

We  offer  three  more  points: 

1 . Unit  Plans  and  Plans  of  Development  should  be  prepared  routinely.  The  Final  SEIS  document  should 
delineate  where  this  will  happen. 

2.  We  recommend  no  leasing  in  the  King  Mountain  area  in  Routt  County.  One  of  the  major  selling 
points  (prompting  our  support  for  the  transaction)  for  BLM's  acquisition  of  this  property  by 
exchange  in  the  early  1990’s  was  the  wildlife  value  of  this  area.  There  is  little  or  nothing  in  this 
DSEIS  that  specifically  addresses  the  potential  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  activity  in  the  King  Mountain 
area,  and  for  that  reason  we  believe  no  leases  should  be  offered  there  at  this  time,  even  under  NSO 
stipulations. 

3.  We  prefer  the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  to  the  Proposed  Action  because  it  generally  has  more 
restrictive  stipulations  regarding  riparian  areas  and  wetlands,  highly  erosive  soils,  water  quality 
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management  areas,  Sharrard  Park,  along  with  specific  COAs  for  wildlife.  NSO  stipulations  for 
State  Wildlife  Areas  and  sensitive  plants  and  animals  should  be  added  in  the  Final  SEIS  to  all 
alternatives.  To  us,  the  title  of  this  alternative  is  a misnomer,  as  a real  maximum  protection 
alternative  should  be  far  more  restrictive  than  this.  There  is  nothing  in  this  alternative  that  steps 
beyond  what  is  considered  standard  mitigation  or  avoidance  in  other  situations. 

To  sum  up,  the  Draft  SEIS  does  not  adequately  assess  the  cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife  and  the 
environment,  and  gives  little  or  no  direction  to  decision-makers  for  adding  wildlife  mitigation 
Conditions  of  Approval  for  future  drilling  on  existing  leases.  Most  of  the  future  wells  being  discussed  in 
this  document  (up  to  290)  will  be  on  existing  leases,  where  most  impacts  have  occurred  and  will 
continue  to  occur  with  only  voluntary  mitigation.  The  document  contains  nothing  about  the  impacts  of 
increased  density  of  wells,  roads,  and  human  activity.  If  this  document  dealt  only  with  the  potential  of 
65  future  wells  occurring  under  new  leases  on  the  11,560-acre  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve  Production 
Area,  we  would  be  less  concerned.  On  new  leases,  BLM  can  require  the  types  of  mitigation  referred 
to  in  the  FEIS  and  DSEIS.  Improvements  should  be  made  in  terms  for  new  leases,  as  some  provisions 
relative  to  riparian  areas,  fragile  soils,  and  reclamation  are  in  some  respects  weaker  than  existing 
provisions  in  the 
FEIS  for  new  leases. 

In  conclusion,  the  DSEIS  makes  some  progress  in  regard  to  new  leases,  but  does  virtually  nothing  to 
alleviate  our  ongoing  concerns  for  wildlife  in  areas  already  under  lease. 


Robert  H.  Caskey 

Regional  Manager 

RHC:JFT/jt 

xc:  Yamashita 

Broderick 
Will 
Werner 
Sigler 
Konishi 
Grode 
Clark 
Toolen 
Olterman 
Graham 
Langlois 

Rich  Greibling,  COGCC 
Rep.  Russell  George 
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September  14,  1998 


Michael  S.  Mottice 
Area  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P O.  Box  1009 

Gienwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 


Re:  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development 

Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS) 

Dear  Mr.  Mottice, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  information  for  the  Draft  SEIS  for 
Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area. 
As  the  State  agency  charged  with  promoting  oil  and  gas  development  in 
Colorado  while  protecting  public  health,  safety,  welfare,  and  the  environment,  we 
appreciate  the  role  of  the  BLM  to  facilitate  orderly,  economic,  and 
environmentally  sound  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development.  Both  agencies 
are  keenly  aware  of  the  considerable  amount  of  public  concern  about  oil  and  gas 
development  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  area,  especially  in  Region  4 
between  Newcastle  and  DeBeque.  We  commend  you  on  your  continued 
outreach  to  industry  and  the  citizens  of  the  area  as  you  finalize  this  important 
disclosure  document  about  the  impacts  of  increased  oil  and  gas  activity  in  the 
area. 

The  COGCC  staff  has  provided  information  regarding  historic  natural  gas 
well  permitting  and  production  levels,  production  and  price  forecasts  for  future 
wells,  an  inventory  of  surface  disturbance  and  reclamation  on  non-federal  land  in 
Region  4,  surface  casing  requirements  in  Region  4,  and  a research  summary 
regarding  Project  Rulison.  After  a review  of  the  Draft  SEIS,  we  believe  that  this 
information  has  been  accurately  and  reasonably  applied.  We  agree  with  the 
forecast  level  of  natural  gas  well  drilling  activity  for  Region  4 outlined  in  the 
Reasonable  Foreseeable  Development  scenario. 

We  realize  that  most  of  the  high  potential  gas  production  area  in  Region  4 
is  already  held  by  oil  and  gas  leases  that  were  issued  prior  to  the  completion  of 
the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  1991,  and  that  the  BLM  cannot 


DEPARTMENT  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES:  James  S.  Lochhead.  Executive  Director 
COGCC  COMMISSION:  Caroline  Blackwell  • Allan  Helnle  • Bruce  Johnson  • Mike  Matheson  • Claudia  Rebne  • Molly  Sommerville  • Stephen  Sonnenberg 
COGCC  STAFF:  Richard  T.  Griebling.  Director  • Brian  J.  Macke,  Deputy  Director  • Morris  Bell.  Manager  ol  Engineering 
Patricia  C.  Beaver.  Manager,  Environmental  A Commission  Affairs*  Thomas  J.  Kerr,  Manager  of  Information  Systems 
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restrict  operations  in  a manner  inconsistent  with  existing  lease  rights.  One  of  the 
most  important  results  of  the  SEIS  will  be  to  develop  lease  stipulations  that  will 
apply  to  the  new  leases  in  the  NOSR  Production  Area,  which  is  an  area  of  high 
interest  to  potential  oil  and  gas  operators  and  visibility  to  those  living  and 
traveling  through  the  area.  It  is  also  significant  that  the  SEIS  is  a way  for  the 
BLM  to  communicate  its  management  objectives  for  the  area,  and  to  develop  a 
guide  for  voluntary  mitigation  efforts  by  oil  and  gas  operators  in  order  to  help 
meet  the  objectives.  The  COGCC  has  observed  that,  given  the  opportunity, 
many  operators  make  voluntary  commitments  to  be  good  stewards  of  the  land. 

There  is  one  point  that  we  would  like  to  raise  regarding  No  Surface 
Occupancy  (NSO)  Stipulations.  We  believe  that  the  BLM  Authorized  Officer  (AO) 
should  have  the  discretion  to  grant  exceptions  to  NSO  restrictions  in  appropriate 
circumstances.  One  example  would  be  an  exception  to  an  NSO  for  a section  of 
an  adequately  designed  and  constructed  access  road  across  a steep  slope  in 
order  to  locate  a well  pad  in  a manner  that  balances  the  protection  of  other 
resource  values.  We  have  noted  that  the  discretion  to  grant  such  exceptions  is 
included  in  some  of  the  NSO  stipulations  in  the  alternatives  outlined  in  the  SEIS. 

Once  again,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  input  into  the  Draft 
SEIS.  We  look  forward  to  continued  involvement  with  your  office  as  this  process 
continues. 


Sincerely 


Richard  T.  Griebling 
Director 


c:\my  documents\blm\seis.doc 
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Marian  Smith 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO 

John  Martin 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO 

Larry  McCown 
Rifle,  CO 

17  September  1998 


^ Garfield  County 

Board  of  County  Commissioners 


Mr.  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P O Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs  CO  81602 


Dear  Mr.  Moore: 


The  Garfield  County  Board  of  Commissioners  and  the  staff  of  the  Building  & Planning 
Department  have  reviewed  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  Oil  & Gas  Leasing  & 
Development  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  of  June  1 998  and  offer  the 
following  comments  should  the  proposal  proceed  forward 

1 . The  County  requests  that  the  oil  and  gas  operator  upgrade  roads  which  will  receive 

scheduled  trips  by  oil  and  gas  equipment  to  the  standards  for  such  weights  and  frequency 
of  use.  The  County  requests  that  the  operator  maintain  all  other  road  structures  to,  at  a 
minimum,  their  current  condition  and  that  the  operator  immediately  repair  any  and  all 
damage  to  county  roads  as  a result  of  degradation  from  oil  and  gas  equipment.  The 
County  requests  that  a road  improvement  and  maintenance  plan  be  developed  for  County 
review  prior  to  oil  and  gas  equipment  operations. 

The  Supplemental  Statement  notes  that  “well  drilling  rigs  and  support  equipment  travel 
from  site  to  site  and  may  affect  local  traffic  patterns,  damage  roads,  and  create  safety 
concerns.  This  issue  is  related  primarily  to  county  roads,  under  the  jurisdiction  and 
control  of  Garfield  County.  ...  Oil  and  gas  equipment  often  exceeds  the  design  of  the 
roads,  creating  safety  issues  and  requiring  extra  maintenance  ” Although  the 
Supplemental  Statement  notes  that  the  BLM  will  require  that  the  operator  obtain  all  of  the 
necessary  permits  from  Garfield  County,  the  County  could  find  no  mention  made  of  how 
this  potential  road  damage  will  be  repaired  and  the  roads  maintained  While  the 
Supplemental  Statement  notes  that  maintenance  is  required  of  the  operators  to  BLM 
roads,  no  such  requirements  are  made  in  the  Supplemental  Statement  of  county  roads  In 
fact,  the  Supplemental  Statement  reports  that  “there  may  be  substantial  new  costs  for  the 
county  associated  with  this  degree  of  road  maintenance.”  The  Supplemental  Statement 
notes  an  increase  in  development  of  wells  from  72  to  a projected  1 200  which  would 
significantly  impact  county  roads  and  substantially  increase  the  number  of  trips  generated 
by  heavy  machinery.  County  funds  are  severely  limited  for  future  road  improvements  and 
the  budget  does  not  allot  for  such  repair  work. 
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2.  The  County  reminds  the  operators  that  ail  county  roads  may  be  subject  to  seasonal 
closures. 

3.  The  County  reminds  the  operators  that  overweight  vehicles  may  be  subject  to  bonding  for 
up  to  $500,000.00  for  potential  road  damage. 

4.  The  County  recommends  that  visual  impacts  be  further  and  more  specifically  addressed. 
While  the  Supplemental  Statement  notes  that  drilling  operations  will  be  noticed  by 
residents  from  their  homes  and  will  attract  attention  up  to  10  miles  away,  staff  could  find 
no  measures  listed  to  adequately  address  this  impact  in  all  areas.  While  it  appears  that  the 
visual  exposure  and  viewing  distances  have  been  well  documented,  their  mitigation  has  not 
been  thorough  enough  to  address  County  concerns.  The  Supplemental  Statement  reports 
that  the  Visual  Resource  Management  plans  are  only  applied  to  BLM  lands.  The 
Supplemental  Statement  confirms  that  the  operations  ‘"will  degrade  the  natural  scenic 
quality.”  The  County’s  western  viewshed  is  an  economic  asset  now,  and  especially  over 
the  next  20  years  which  is  the-period  of  development  of  proposed  drilling  operations. 

5.  The  County  notes  for  the  record  that  all  necessary  soil  stabilization,  road  access,  water 
quality,  air  quality,  and  fire  safety  protection  permits,  regulations,  and  impacts  shall  be 
reviewed  by  the  governing  authorities  of  the  Colorado  Geological  Survey,  the  Colorado 
Department  of  Transportation,  the  Colorado  Division  of  Water  Resources,  the  Colorado 
Department  of  Health,  and  the  local  Fire  Protection  Districts,  respectively. 

Overall,  the  County  believes  that  the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  will  provide  the  most 
specific  guidance  for  protection  of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  Although  the  Proposed 
Action  appears  to  provide  a close  level  of  protection  when  compared  with  the  MP  alternative,  the 
PA  does  not  seem  to  have  the  specific  guidelines  which  the  MP  alternative  provides.  The  County 
believes  that  regulations  should  contain  the  necessary  specificity  to  provide  the  operator  with 
clear  guidelines  and  to  afford  the  County  with  the  ability  to  ensure  compliance  with  established 
conditions. 

Sincerely, 


Marian  I.  Snith 
Madam  Chairman 
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Department  of  Energy 

Washington,  DC  20585 


SEP  i o jyya 


Michael  S Mottice 
Area  Manager 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
U S Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 

Dear  Mike: 

!n  reviewing  your  “Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement”  on  oil  and  gas  leasing 
and  development,  we  have  several  comments  and  suggestions  We  believe  that  the  “Reasonable 
Foreseeable  Development”  section  beginning  on  Page  2-2  understates  the  levels  of  drilling 
activity  The  average  level  of  activity  over  the  last  five  years  clearly  does  not  include  full 
commercial  development  of  the  NOSR  properties,  particularly  since  spacing  densities  have 
increased,  gas  prices  have  risen  considerably  and  a purely  “defensive”  development  strategy  based 
on  resource  protection  goals  was  utilized 

Furthermore,  your  assumption  that  only  70  of  the  BLM  wells  will  be  located  in  the  Production 
Area  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves”  (p2-3)  shortchanges  the  value  of  this  property  Our 
analysis  shows  that,  utilizing  the  surface  occupancy  methodology  described,  272  wells  could  be 
commercially  successful— consisting  of  15.1  vertical  wells  and  another  1 19  directional  wells 
Multiple  wells  could  readily  be  drilled  from  common  surface  locations— a concept  discussed  in  the 
Appendices,  but  not  considered  in  your  analysis 

Not  all  of  these  wells  would  be  on  Federal  lands— only  I 1 5 would  be  100%  Federal,  while  the 
remaining  1 57  would  be  communitized  We  would  encourage  you  to  append  an  edited  version  of 
our  recent  “Commercial  Development  Study”  to  your  SEIS,  which  would  then  more  fully  explain 
DOE’s  position,  more  accurately  calibrate  the  expected  level  of  development  and  help  clarify  to 
your  readers  the  potential  future  of  these  lands 

The  SEIS  also  omitted  some  of  the  NOSR  lands  that  will  be  leased  by  BLM  in  November  These 
lands  are  the  Sl/2  of  Section  3 and  ail  the  NOSR  lands  in  Section  10,  T 6S,  R 94W,  which  do  not 
contain  any  wells,  but  are  part  of  the  Contract  Area  of  the  Rulison  Joint  Operating  Agreement  and 
for  this  reason  are  being  leased  in  November 
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With  these  suggested  corrections  and  modifications,  we  believe  that  the  overall  accuracy  of  the 
SEIS  regarding  development  potential  will  be  substantially  improved  Thank  you  for  the 
opportunity  to  comment 


Sincerely, 


Anton  Rf  Dammer 
Acting  Deputy  Assistant 
Nava!  Petroleum  and  Oil 


Secretary 
Shale  Reserves 
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Michael  S.  Mottice,  Area  Manager 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 


Dear  Mr.  Mottice: 

The  Region  VTH  Office  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  reviewed  the  draft 
supplemental  EIS  and  RMP  on  Oil  and  Gas  Development,  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area, 
Colorado,  and  offers  the  following  comments  for  your  consideration. 

As  we  noted  in  the  scoping  comments  sent  to  you  in  May  1998,  you  are  responsible  for 
analyzing  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  past,  present  and  future  oil  and  gas  conditions 
associated  with  the  proposed  action.  Therefore,  we  are  extremely  disappointed  that  the 
appropriate  cumulative  impacts,  particularly  on  regional  air  quality  in  the  nearby  Flat  Tops 
Wilderness  was  not  analyzed  in  this  draft  supplemental  EIS.  Based  on  several  meetings  and 
discussions  with  your  staff,  there  was  a committment  that  both  a near  field  and  a far  field  air 
quality  analysis  of  the  impacts  on  the  past,  present  and  the  reasonably  foreseeable  development 
in  the  area  would  be  completed  and  included  in  the  Final  Supplemental  EIS.  However,  this 
presents  a problem  since  such  an  analysis  would  not  be  available  for  public  review  and 
comment. 

Our  interest  in  completing  the  cumulative  impact  assessment  of  these  and  adjacent  oil 
and  gas  activities  is  to  attempt  to  determine  if  the  Class  I visibility  and  increment  limitations  in 
effect  for  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  is  jeopardized  by  the  total  sum  of  industrial  activities  in  the 
region.  Disclosure  of  this  assessment  should  be  part  of  this  EIS  process  even  if  the  BLM  is 
not  accountable  for  the  control  of  these  emissions.  We  are  searching  first  to  determine  if  such 
cumulative  impacts  are  significant  and  secondly,  if  they  are,  ways  to  work  with  the  State  of 
Colorado  and  the  oil  and  gas  companies  to  mitigate  such  effects.  Such  cumulative  emissions 
might  need  to  be  mitigated  both  to  maintain  the  environmental  quality  of  the  Class  I area  and 
to  help  assure  that  continued  oil  and  gas  activities  are  not  delayed  or  reduced  as  a result  of 
unmitigated  actions  either  on  public  land  or  nearby. 


RE:  EPA  Comments  on  the  Draft  Supplemental 
EIS  and  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP) 
Amendment  on  Oil  and  Gas  Development, 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  Colorado 
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As  a result  we  recommend  the  following  actions:  Prepare  the  cumulative  air  quality 
impact  analysis  as  we  have  discussed  with  your  staff,  provide  that  analysis  to  both  the  Forest 
Service  and  EPA  for  our  review  as  soon  as  possible  (it  could  be  made  available  to  the  public  at 
that  time  if  you  deem  that  appropriate).  Then  host  a meeting  of  these  three  federal  agencies 
and  the  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission  to  discuss  and  understand  the  results. 
Cooperative  efforts  at  that  stage  could  then  be  reported  in  the  Final  Supplemental  EIS. 

A potential  means  to  remedy  this  situation  in  the  longer  term  would  be  to  more 
thoroughly  investigate  and  analyze  these  cumulative  impacts  as  part  of  the  upcoming  oil  and 
gas  leasing  of  the  remainder  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve  (NOSR).  This  could  be  based  on 
the  currently  known  conditions  for  the  reasonably  foreseeable  development  as  reported  in  this 
Draft  Supplemental  EIS  which  presented  an  adequate  basis  for  estimating  potential  oil  and  gas 
activity  both  on  and  off  public  land.  However,  we  understand  from  your  staff  that  such 
leasing  may  not  occur  for  another  two  to  five  years.  What  is  the  industrial  interest  in  leasing 
that  area  and  how  does  this  affect  that  timing?  Regardless  of  the  time  frame,  your 
responsibility  under  NEPA  for  this  cumulative  impact  analysis  can  not  be  dismissed  on  the 
basis  of  the  lack  of  control  by  your  agency  on  such  matters. 

We  look  forward  to  the  early  receipt  of  the  cumulative  impact  analysis  and  a 
determination  in  the  Final  Supplemental  EIS  as  to  the  significance  of  the  combined  industrial 
activity  in  this  region.  According  to  the  procedures  EPA  used  to  rate  the  adequacy  of  the  draft 
EIS,  the  Draft  Supplement  EIS  and  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  Amendment  on  Oil 
and  Gas  Development,  Glen  wood  Springs  Resource  Area  will  be  listed  in  the  FederaL  Register 
in  Category  EC-2.  This  means  we  have  environmental  concerns  with  the  proposed  action  and 
suggest  the  Final  Supplemental  EIS  include  additional  information  as  outlined  above. 

Please  call  Weston  Wilson  of  my  staff  at  303/312-6562  so  we  can  arrange  the  follow 
up  on  the  necessary  additional  analysis. 


Attachment:  EPA  detailed  comments 

cc:  Dennis  Haddow,  Forest  Service,  Denver 

Ed  DiMatteo,  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission,  Denver 
Frank  Salworowicz,  BLM  Colorado  State  Office,  Denver 
Elaine  Suriano,  EPA,  Washington,  D.C. 


Sincerely 


Cyntli 

NEPA  Unit 
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COMMENTS  ON  DRAFT  SUPPLEMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 
GLENWOOD  SPRINGS  RESOURCE  AREA 


1 . Page  ii,  Objective  of  the  SEIS.  The  Wilderness  Study  Areas  of  the  GSRA  are  not  open 
to  oil  and  gas  leasing.  Recommend  that  Map  1-2  show  where  these  Wilderness  Study 
Areas  are  located. 

2.  Pg.  1-4  , Section  1.3  Location,  right  column,  second  paragraph.  In  discussing  the 
NOSR,  a statement  is  made  that  “the  environmental  analysis  of  leasing  decisions  for 
that  area  will  be  done  in  the  future."  Explain  why  this  SEIS  will  make  no  oil  and  gas 
leasing  decisions  for  this  area. 

Does  this  SEIS  consider  the  NOSR  as  a reasonably  foreseeable  future  action  and  are  its 
development  impacts  included  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis? 

3.  Pg.  3-1,  Section  3.2,  Air  Quality.  The  units  for  particulate  concentrations  should  be 
Mg/m3. 

4.  Page  3-2.  Top  left.  A map  showing  the  locations  of  the  PSD  Class  1 areas  with  respect 
to  the  GSRA  should  be  included. 

5.  Page  3-2,  Air  Quality.  This  section  should  include  a windrose  showing  the  frequency 
of  wind  speed  and  direction  for  this  area. 

6.  Page  4-1,  Section  4.2,  Climate.  A short  discussion  on  the  role  of  methane  and  its 
combustion  products  (ie.  C02)  on  global  climate  change  should  be  included  in  this 
section.  There  are  global  climate  issues  related  to  fossil  fuel  development. 

7.  Page  4-2,  Air  Quality.  This  section  should  present  air  dispersion  modeling  results 
showing  air  quality  impacts  with  respect  to  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
and  the  PSD  Class  I increment. 

8.  Page  4-2,  Air  Quality.  The  paragraph  prior  to  Section  4.3  which  could  be  revised  as 
NEPA  is  not  an  air  permitting  effort.  The  NEPA  analysis  includes  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  development  and  impacts  to  Class  I areas  which  are  not  covered  by 
CDPHE-APCD  for  minor  sources.  Stating  that  “air  quality  analyses  would  be 
performed  to  ensure  protection  of  air  quality  resources”  by  APCD  does  give  either  the 
public  or  the  decision  maker  information  with  which  to  base  a decision.  The  public 
needs  to  be  informed  about  air  quality  impacts  and  types  of  mitigation  of  this  impacts 
prior  to  the  proponent  applying  for  an  air  quality  permit  from  the  state  APCD. 
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9.  It  is  noted  that  under  the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  that  a No  Surface  Occupancy 
(NSO)  stipulation  for  areas  with  500  feet  of  the  riparian  areas  “would  have  limited 
impact  on  overall  oil  and  gas  development.”  Yet  the  prior  page  discussed  the  tradeoff 
between  locating  on  steep  slopes  or  within  the  riparian  zone  indicates  that  more 
challenging  sites  likely  involving  such  tradeoffs  will  occur  in  the  future.  Is  that  likely 
the  case  for  Hayes  Gulch  and  Cottonwood  Gulch?  Consideration  should  be  given  to 
establishing  an  NSO  provision  within  these  areas  and  then  allowing  the  tradeoff 
between  steep  slope  and  the  riparian  area  should  BLM  so  determine.  Another  way  to 
address  this  concern  is  to  require  a Plan  of  Development  prior  to  constructing  multiple 
wells  in  a concentrated  area  and  then  deal  with  the  impacts  on  the  riparian  zone  as  part 
of  that  Plan  of  Development. 

10.  The  response  by  the  Colorado  OGCC  for  the  “over  pressured  area"  with  the  Williams 
Fork  formation  in  the  Rulison  Field  is  to  have  surface  casing  set  to  a depth  of  1100  feet 
and  into  competent  rock.  However,  this  response  occurred  subsequent  to  an 
underground  blowout  which  resulted  in  a monitored  ground  water  condition.  What 
possibility  exists  for  other  over  pressured  areas  with  Region  4?  Is  the  intended 
monitoring  of  the  well  completion  and  operation  sufficient  to  detect  such  conditions 
prior  to  another  underground  blowout?  Under  what  circumstance  might  BLM  also 
conduct  Braidenhead  pressure  testing  in  the  annulus  in  order  to  assure  that  the  intended 
surface  casing  cement  has  indeed  extended  through  the  aquifer  and  reached  competent 
rock?  We  suggest  that  the  available  ground  water  baseline  information  that  COGCC 
has  ordered  (45  wells  during  the  spring  of  1998)  be  included  in  the  Final  Supplemental 
EIS  along  with  an  analysis  of  these  results. 
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UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  8 

999  18th  STREET  - SUITE  500 
DENVER,  CO  80202-2466 


Ref:  8EPR-EP 

Michael  S.  Mottice,  Area  Manager 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 


NOV  24  1998 


RE:  EPA  Comments  on  the  Addendum  to  the 
Draft  Supplemental  EIS  on  Oil  and  Gas 
Development,  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area, 
Colorado,  Revised  Rating  EC-1 


Dear  Mr.  Mottice: 

The  Region  vm  Office  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  reviewed  the 
addendum  to  the  draft  supplemental  EIS  and  RMP  on  Oil  and  Gas  Development,  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area,  Colorado,  and  offers  the  following  comments  for  your  consideration. 

As  we  noted  in  the  comments  on  the  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  sent  to  you  in  September 
1998,  you  are  responsible  for  analyzing  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  past,  present  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  oil  and  gas  conditions  associated  with  the  proposed  action. 

Based  in  part  on  these  concerns  and  similar  concerns  expressed  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service, 

BLM  issued  this  addendum  in  part  to  allow  for  agency  and  public  review  of  the  resultant 
cumulative  impact  analysis  of  air  quality.  The  Addendum  includes  a thorough  and  adequate 
analysis  of  the  cumulative  impacts,  particularly  on  regional  air  quality  in  the  nearby  Flat  Tops 
Wilderness,  which  is  a Class  I area  administered  by  the  Forest  Service  to  protect  air  quality 
related  values. 

Using  the  CALMET/CALPUFF  dispersion  model  to  predict  the  "far-field"  cumulative 
air  quality  impacts  was  appropriate.  As  a result  of  using  the  reasonably  foreseeable  actions 
that  could  incrementally  add  to  the  emissions  in  the  region,  the  modeled  results  indicate  that 
the  direct  impacts  of  emissions  would  be  within  the  applicable  Class  I increments  for  N02, 

FM10,  and  S02.  However,  the  dispersion  model  also  shows  the  potential  to  adversely  affect 
regional  haze  in  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  Area.  The  visibility  screening  level  analysis 
indicates  that  under  the  "high"  compressor  emission  rate  scenario,  a perceptible  visibility 
impact  could  occur  at  the  four  Class  I areas  in  the  region,  and  that  under  the  "low"  compressor 
emission  scenario  and  the  Proposed  Action,  the  "limit  of  acceptable  change"  in  visibility 
reduction  could  occur  in  the  Flat  Tops  Class  I Wilderness  Area.  Specifically,  the  Proposed 
Action  is  predicted  to  exceed  the  Forest  Service  "limit  of  acceptable  change"  of  0.5  deciview 
level  for  at  least  two  days  per  year.  This  is  precisely  the  level  of  regional  haze  reduction  that 
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is  considered  significant  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  and  as  such  is  an  alert  to  take  corrective 
action.  In  particular,  we  are  concerned  that  the  Colorado  Air  Pollution  Control  Division  itself 
is  not  likely  to  manage  such  visibility  impacts  because  these  future  air  emission  sources  are 
individually  small  enough  so  as  not  to  trigger  a cumulative  impact  air  quality  analysis  under 
the  existing  state  air  quality  regulations.  Consequently,  EPA  suggests  that  the  BLM  recognize 
in  the  Final  EIS  that  there  is  a possibility  of  significant  reduction  in  visibility  to  the  Flat  Tops 
Class  I Wilderness  Area  under  the  proposed  action  scenario.  Further,  we  recommend  that  in 
order  to  avoid  this  potential  significant  reduction  in  visibility  with  the  Flat  Tops  Class  I area, 
BLM  could  recommend  in  its  Record  of  Decision  that  all  future  compressors  implement 
sufficient  control  devises  to  achieve  the  "low  NOx”  level  of  emissions.  In  this  way,  these 
cumulative  emissions  could  be  mitigated  in  this  non-regulatory  manner  in  order  to  maintain  the 
environmental  quality  of  the  Class  I area  and  to  help  assure  that  continued  oil  and  gas  activities 
are  not  delayed  or  reduced  as  a result  of  unmitigated  actions  either  on  public,  state  or  private 
lands. 

The  information  contained  in  the  Addendum  has  achieved  the  goal  of  determining  to 
what  extent  the  Class  I visibility  in  the  Flat  Tops  Wilderness  is  effected  by  the  total  sum  of 
industrial  activities  in  the  region.  Disclosure  of  this  assessment  has  been  made  part  of  this 
Draft  EIS  process  even  though  the  BLM  is  not  accountable  for  the  control  of  these  emissions. 
As  a result  of  including  this  cumulative  impact  analysis  in  this  addendum  and  thereby  allowing 
for  public  review,  we  have  revised  the  rating  on  the  Draft  EIS.  According  to  the  procedures 
EPA  uses  to  rate  the  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIS,  the  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  and  Resource 
Management  Plan  (RMP)  Amendment  on  Oil  and  Gas  Development,  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area  will  be  listed  in  the  Federal  Register  in  Category  EC-1.  This  means  we  have 
environmental  concerns  with  the  proposed  action  regarding  potential  impacts  to  visibility  in  the 
Flat  Tops  Wilderness  and  that  adequate  information  has  been  provided  in  the  Draft 
Supplemental  EIS  and  its  Addendum. 

Please  call  Weston  Wilson  of  my  staff  at  303/312-6562  if  we  can  further  clarify  these 
comments  and  concerns.  Attached  are  some  detailed  comments  for  your  further 
consideration. 


Enclosure:  EPA  detailed  comments 

cc:  Dennis  Haddow,  Forest  Service,  Denver 

Ed  DiMatteo,  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission,  Denver 
Frank  Salworowicz,  BLM  Colorado  State  Office,  Denver 
Elaine  Suriano,  EPA,  Washington,  D.C. 


Sincerely. 


NEPA  Unit 
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DETAILED  COMMENTS  ON  GLENWOOD  SPRINGS  RESOURCE  AREA 
OIL  AND  GAS  LEASING  DEVELOPMENT 
DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  ADDENDUM 


1.  Pg.  15.  Section  4.2- Climate  and  Air  Quality -“No  significant,  adverse  impacts  to  climate  are 
anticipated  from  implementation  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  Alternatives  ” 

Even  though  the  leasing  decision  on  the  Glerrwood  Springs  Resource  Area  will  have  a 
negligible  effect  on  the  worldwide  emissions  of  greenhouse  gases  (i.e.  methane  and  carbon 
dioxide),  a statement  should  be  made  that  some  climatologists  believe  that  world  wide 
emissions  of  greenhouse  gases  are  responsible  for  global  warming  which  could  result  in 
changes  to  our  climate  The  production  and  combustion  of  fossil  fuels  such  as  natural  gas  will 
result  in  additional  releases  of  greenhouse  gases. 

2.  Pg.  16,  fourth  complete  paragraph.  “The  control  efficiency  of  watering  and/or  dust 
suppressants  was  computed  at  50  percent,  at  an  (assumed)  application  rate  of  0.02  gallons 
per  square  yard  every  eight  hours  for  watering.”  Recommend  that  this  application  rate  of 
0.02  gallons  (2.5  ounces)  per  square  yard  every  eight  hours  be  checked  for  accuracy. 
Intuitively,  2.5  ounces  does  not  appear  to  be  sufficient,  perhaps  there  is  an  error  in  the 
application  rate. 

3.  Pg.  17,  Section  4.2,  Air  Quality,  Proposed  Action,  second  paragraph  - “Given  the  temporary 
nature  and  low  levels  of  potential  emissions.  State  of  Colorado  air  pollutant  emission  permits 
would  not  be  required.  Therefore,  all  predicted  completion  testing  air  quality  impacts  would 
be  less  than  applicable  Colorado  and  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards.” 

Recommend  that  the  impacts  from  flaring  be  discussed  quantitatively  if  air  dispersion 
modeling  has  been  completed.  Permitting  decisions  by  state  agencies  are  normally  completed 
after  the  Record  of  Decision  has  been  made  and  therefore  after  the  public  has  an  opportunity 
to  comment  on  the  environmental  impact  statement. 

4.  Pg.  16,  Section  4.2,  Air  Quality,  Proposed  Action  - Fifth  paragraph.  “When  added  to  the  ... 
background  concentration  measured  at  Rifle,  these  values  appear  to  exceed  applicable 
Colorado  and  National  PM10  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  ...  .”  Recommend  that  the 
possibility  of  increasing  the  particulate  control  efficiency  to  a level  higher  than  50  percent  be 
discussed  in  order  to  avoid  this  significant  impact.  Where  would  these  exceedances  occur? 

5.  Pg.  12,  Table  3.2-1  and  last  paragraph  on  page  17.  Page  17  states  that  the  NO2  PSD 
increment  is  25  pg/m^  whereas  Table  3 .2-1  states  that  the  Class  II  increment  is  2.5  pg/m^. 
Recommend  that  the  correct  number  be  used.. 
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6.  Pg.  19,  first  paragraph.  ‘Tong-term  (70-year)  exposures  from  suspected  carcinogenic 
emissions  ...  .”  Recommend  that  both  formaldehyde  and  benzene  be  used  in  the  calculation 
of  the  incidence  of  latent  cancer  due  to  exposure  to  these  compounds. 
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United  States 
Department  of 
Agriculture 


Forest 

White  River 

Supervisor’s  Office 

Service 

National 

900  Grand  Avenue 

Forest 

PO  Box  948 

Glenwood  Spgs  CO  81602 
(970)  945-2521 
TTY  (970)  945-3255 
FAX  (970)  945-3266 

File  Code: 

2580/1950/2820 

Date: 

September  17,  1998 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attn:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 
Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

This  letter  is  regarding  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  Oil  & Gas  Leasing  and  Development  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  dated  June  1998.  We  have  two  comments:  One  on  air 
quality  impacts  and  the  other  relative  to  forest  administration  site. 


Air  Quality:  As  Dennis  Haddow  described  in  our  meeting  of  August  27,  1998,  the  Forest  Service’s 
responsibilities  to  protect  Air  Quality  Related  Values  in  Class  I areas  from  adverse  air  pollution  impacts 
were  set  forth  by  Congress  in  the  1977  Clean  Air  Act  (42  U.S.C.7401  et  seq).  Under  the  Clean  Air  Act 
Amendments,  the  Forest  Service  has  the  "affirmative  responsibility  to  protect  the  Air  Quality  Related 
Values  (AQRV’s)  of  the  Class  I areas"  that  it  manages  from  "adverse  air  pollution  effects".  Forest 
Service  responsibilities  for  the  management  and  protection  of  wilderness,  including  Class  I wilderness, 
are  also  found  in  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1964  (16  U.S.C.  1131  et  seq)  and  in  the  regulations  developed  to 
implement  that  act  (36  CFR  293).  The  Forest  Service  therefore  is  obligated  to  review  and  comment  on 
any  proposed  action  which  could  affect  air  quality  related  values  in  areas  the  Agency  manages.  We 
look  forward  to  working  with  the  BLM  to  fulfill  responsibilities  under  the  referenced  acts  and  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  current  proposal  for  leasing  in  the  BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area,  adjacent  to  the  White  River  National  Forest,  which  is  responsible  for  managing  several  Class  I 
areas.  The  proposed  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  leasing  action  affords  our  agencies  an 
opportunity  to  work  together  in  protecting  air  quality  through  disclosure  of  potential  effects  from  oil  and 
gas  activities,  particularly  an  increase  in  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx),  which  could  result  from 
implementation  of  the  proposed  leasing  action. 

Our  comments  on  air  quality  help  us  fulfill  our  responsibilities  as  described  above  and  are  based  on 
discussions  throughout  the  analysis  process  among  BLM  and  Forest  Service  managers  and  air  quality 
specialists.  These  discussions  involved  Dennis  Haddow,  Tamara  Blett,  Melody  Holm,  Gary  Osier, 
Andrea  Holland-Sears,  and  myself  from  the  Forest  Service,  as  well  as  you  (Steve  Moore),  Scott  Archer, 
and  Mike  Mottice  from  the  BLM.  Through  those  discussions,  we  understand  that  the  Final  EIS  for 
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leasing  will  include  a more  detailed  discussion  and  quantitative  analysis  of  potential  air  pollution 
impacts  on  the  nearby  Flat  Tops  and  Maroon  Bells  Class  I wilderness  areas  from  oil  and  gas 
development  which  could  result  from  implementation  of  the  proposed  leasing  decision.  Normally,  such 
a detailed  air  quality  impacts  modeling  analysis  would  occur  at  the  project  NEPA  stage,  when  specific 
drilling  proposals  would  provide  a more  detailed  estimate  of  emissions  from  oil  and  gas  facilities. 
However,  we  understand  that  the  proposed  leasing  action  most  likely  will  result  in  infill  drilling  of 
existing  gas  fields  and  BLM  specialists  indicate  that  further  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  assessments 
may  not  take  place  at  the  project  NEPA  stage.  Consequently,  the  BLM  feels  that  in  this  particular  case  it 
has  sufficient  information  about  projected  oil  and  gas  activities  to  make  this  leasing  stage  the  appropriate 
point  at  which  to  conduct  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  analysis.  Under  such  circumstances,  the  Forest 
Service  concurs  with  the  BLM’s  approach  to  disclosing  potential  effects  on  air  quality  from  oil  and  gas 
activities  which  could  result  from  implementation  of  the  proposed  leasing  action. 


The  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  oil  and  gas  leasing  DEIS  proposes  an  increase  in  gas 
compression  associated  with  projected  gas  development  (in  this  case  estimated  at  a 20,000  hp  increase) 
that  could  produce  an  increase  in  nitrogen  oxides  (NOx).  Nitrogen  oxides  can  impair  visibility  and 
contribute  to  acidic  deposition  in  sensitive  high  altitude  lakes.  We  request  that  the  air  quality  analysis 
for  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  proposal  consist  of  a 
quantitative  analysis  of  cumulative  air  quality  impacts  on  visibility  and  acidic  deposition  impacts  to  high 
elevation  lakes.  This  analysis,  like  oil  and  gas  impacts  analyses  in  Wyoming,  should  use  the  existing 
models  that  have  been  accepted  by  the  regulatory  and  federal  land  management  community  (1SCST-3 
for  near-field  analysis  and  CALMET/CALPUFF  for  far-field  analysis)  for  assessing  visibility  impacts, 
and  the  Fox  model  for  calculating  deposition  impacts  to  lake  acid  neutralizing  capacity  (ANC).  The 
Forest  Service  has  developed  limits  of  acceptable  change  or  thresholds  that  should  be  used  in  assessing 
pollutant  impacts  to  visibility  and  lake  chemistry  in  the  potentially  affected  Class  I areas. 


For  more  than  a decade,  the  Forest  Service  and  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  have  been  collecting  AQRV 
data  in  the  Maroon  Bells  and  Flat  Tops  wilderness  areas  to  the  south  and  north  of  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area.  Pollution  sensitive  wilderness  lakes  in  the  Flat  Tops  have  been  sampled  3 times 
annually  by  the  U.S.G.S.  since  1985.  Pollution  sensitive  wilderness  lakes  in  the  Maroon  Bells  have  been 
sampled  3 times  annually  by  the  Forest  Service  since  1991.  The  Maroon  Bells  wilderness  also  has  a 
visibility  camera  and  aerosol  sampler  (IMPROVE  module  A)  that  have  been  collecting  information 
about  wilderness  visibility  conditions  since  1992.  The  Forest  Service  invites  the  BLM  to  use  this  data 
as  a baseline  to  aid  in  modeling  impacts  on  wilderness  AQRV’s  from  oil  and  gas  activities  which  are 
projected  to  occur  as  a result  of  implementation  of  the  proposed  leasing  action. 


We  appreciate  the  BLM’s  understanding  of  the  Forest  Service’s  position  and  willingness  to  work  with  us 
in  the  analysis  of  effects  from  the  proposed  action,  and  L/we  submit  these  comments  in  that  spirit.  If  you 
have  questions  about  our  comments,  please  contact  Gary  Osier,  Rifle  Ranger  District,  970-625-2371, 
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concerning  forest  admin  site  or  Dennis  Haddow,  Regional  Office  Air  Program  Manager  (303-275-5053) 
concerning  air  quality. 


Sincerely, 


Martha  J.  Ketelle 
FOREST  SUPERVISOR 
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September  17,  1998 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Attn:  Steve  Moore 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
PO  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 


Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  proposed 
in  the  SEIS,  June  1988.  Please  accept  these  comments  as  part  of  the  official  NEPA  public  record. 

Organizational  Background 

The  Aspen  Wilderness  Workshop  (AWW)  is  a local  non-profit  organization  with  a history  of  active 
involvement  in  protecting  wilderness  lands,  wildlife  habitat,  and  other  natural  resources  of  the 
Roaring  Fork  Watershed  area  for  over  30  years.  As  advocates  for  the  integrity  and  preservation  of 
Wilderness  lands,  AWW  has  been  instrumental  in  securing  the  Congressional  designation  and 
permanent  protection  of  the  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass,  Hunter-Fryingpan,  and  Collegiate  Peaks 
Wilderness  Areas.  The  AWW's  Mission  Statement  is  : To  secure  and  protect  Wilderness  Lands 
and  public  lands  of  Wilderness  quality,  wildlife  habitat,  minimum  stream  Bows,  and  the  natural 
resources  of  the  greater  Roaring  Fork  Watershed.  AWW  and  its  members  have  a long-standing 
interest  in  the  management  of  public  lands,  particularly  those  of  the  White  River  National  BLM  and 
the  BLM's  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  The  Workshop  is: 

* Dedicated  to  expanding  the  Wilderness  System  to  include  all  suitable  public  land. 

* Committed  to  public  land  management  which  preserves  and  protects  natural  communities, 
wildlife  habitat,  clean  air,  and  healthy  streams. 

* Aware  of  Federal,  State,  and  local  conservation  issues,  programs  and  initiatives. 

* Active  in  local  land  use  planning  efforts,  field  studies  and  monitoring  programs  which  assure 
the  ecological  integrity  of  public  lands. 

The  following  is  a brief  description  of  our  Wilderness  Monitoring  Program  provided  to  demon- 
strate that  the  AWW  has  a long  standing  and  active  interest  in  air  quality  issues. 

Wilderness  Monitoring  Program 

Since  1984,  the  AWW  has  been  working  with  the  U.S.  Forest  Service's  Aspen  Ranger  District  in 
a unique  cooperative  partnership.  Originally  established  to  monitor  Wilderness  area  and  campsite 
conditions,  the  program  has  expanded  to  include  the  important  monitoring  of  the  air  and  water 
quality  of  the  Class  One  Airsheds  in  surrounding  Wilderness  Areas.  Air  quality  monitoring  is 
done  by  a sophisticated  monitonng  station  atop  Aspen  Mountain  containing  a particulate  sampler 
and  a camera  that  regularly  photographs  visibility  conditions  over  the  Wilderness.  Water  quality 
samples  are  collected  by  either  Forest  Service  or  AWW  staff  from  5 Wilderness  alpine  lakes  and 
sent  to  a Forest  Service  Lab  for  analysis. 
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Water  Quality  Monitoring  - The  high  altitude,  pristine  lakes  of  the  three  Congressionally  designated 
Wilderness  Areas  surrounding  Aspen  function  as  the  proverbial  canary  in  the  coal  mine,  immedi- 
ately alerting  us  to  degradations  in  air  quality  caused  by  up-wind  industrial  activities.  This 
program  assesses  changes  in  air  quality  through  long  term  monitoring  of  the  chemical  parameters 
of  high  elevation,  sensitive  indicator  lakes  in  the  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass  Wilderness  Area. 

Monitoring  the  chemical  parameters  establishes  a baseline-database  to  alert  us  to  changes  in  a lake's 
pH  and  alkalinity  levels  as  well  as  the  presence  of  sulfate,  nitrate,  cadmium,  and  other  heavy  met- 
als. Increased  acidification  and  heavy  metal  presence  results  from  acid  rain  deposition,  a direct  re- 
sult of  the  introduction  of  acid  forming  chemicals  into  the  air  upwind  of  these  lakes.  In  other 
words,  changes  in  water  quality  alert  us  to  changes  in  air  quality. 

Currently,  five  lakes  in  the  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass  Wilderness  Area  are  routinely  tested  in  strict 
accordance  with  the  " Protocol  for  Long-Term  Lake  Sampling."  These  protocols  require  testing 
three  times  during  the  field  season:  1)  as  soon  as  the  ice  melts  in  the  spring  to  gauge  residual  acidi- 
fication in  the  snowpack,  2)  mid-summer  for  'normal'  summer  conditions  and,  3)  late  summer 
when  the  water  table  has  dropped  and  there  is  less  fresh  water  for  recharge  and  flushing.  Samples 
are  collected  by  trained  technicians  who  hike  the  miles  into  these  alpine  lakes  carrying  the  delicate 
sampling  equipment  in  a backpack.  Samples  are  sealed  on  site  and  sent  to  the  Forest  Service  Re- 
search Station  in  Ft.  Collins  for  analysis.  Data  have  been  collected  for  seven  years  and  condensed 
into  a set  of  mean  pH,  alkalinity,  S04,  N03,  and  base  cation  values.  Fluctuation  of  these  parame- 
ters over  time  will  identify  trends  in  atmosphenc  deposition  in  the  future. 

Air  Quality  Monitoring  - The  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass  Wilderness  is  a Class  1 Airshed  which  is 
protected  under  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1977.  This  Act  tolerates  no  degradation  of  visibility  in  Class 
1 Airsheds.  To  protect  this  airshed,  a visibility  momtonng  camera  and  particulate  sampler  are  used 
to  plot  trends  and  momtor  changes  in  air  quality.  The  visibility  momtonng  camera  was  installed  on 
top  of  Aspen  Mountain  and  has  been  collecting  data  since  1991.  It  photographs  Mt.  Sopns  three 
times  a day,  seven  days  a week.  These  slides  are  analyzed  measunng  for  visibility  impairments 
and  haze  levels  in  the  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass  Wilderness.  To  supplement  the  visibility  data,  a 
particulate  sampler  was  installed  next  to  the  camera  in  1993.  This  sampler  collects  fine  particles 
from  the  air  to  determine  the  emission  sources  contnbuting  to  air  pollution.  This  sampler  was  ob- 
tained from  the  Air  Quality  Group  of  the  University  of  California,  Davis,  and  is  part  of  the  nation- 
wide Interagency  Monitoring  of  Protected  Visual  Environments  (IMPROVE)  program.  IMPROVE 
participants  include  the  National  Park  Service,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Forest  Service,  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service,  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  and  regional/state  organizations. 

According  to  the  University  of  California,  Davis,  "Two  of  the  most  important  objectives  of  the 
IMPROVE  network  are  to  establish  geographical  and  temporal  trends  of  the  fine  particles  that  are  a 
dominate  factor  in  visibility  degradation."  Based  on  studies  conducted  by  UC-Davis,  realistic 
trends  can  only  be  established  using  multiple  years  data.  In  this  case,  ten  years  is  the  protocol  pe- 
riod necessary  for  accurate  trend  assessment.  Thus,  the  AWW's  particulate  sampling  program 
should  continue  at  least  until  2003  to  establish  scientifically  credible  baseline  data  conditions  for 
determining  air  quality  in  the  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass  Wilderness. 

The  air  quality  monitonng  partnership  between  the  AWW  and  the  Aspen  Ranger  District  is  a vital 
part  of  a nation-wide  air  quality  monitoring  coverage  network.  Since  it  is  a Class  1 Airshed  toler- 
ating no  degradations  to  its  pristine  quality,  data  from  this  program  can  be  used  to  establish  base- 
line "pure"  air  conditions  by  which  to  measure  the  deviations  from  a "pure"  condition  for  future 
Wilderness  Class  One  Airshed  momtonng  compansons.  If  air  quality  impacts  from  the  BLM's  oil 
and  gas  leasing  operations  show  up  in  nearby  Class  One  Airsheds,  our  momtonng  project  will  de- 
tect it  using  the  established  baseline  data  for  reference. 


GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Final  SEIS  — January,  1999 


Page  29 


DRAFT  SEIS  COMMENTS 


Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  SEIS  Comments 

The  AWW  is  very  concerned  about  the  potential  impacts  of  BLM  oil  and  gas  activities  on  the  Class 
One  Airsheds  of  the  Maroon  Bells-Snowmass,  Eagles  Nest,  and  Flattops  Wilderness  Areas.  There 
has  been  inadequate  analysis  and  disclosure  of  potential  degradations  to  these  Class  One  Airsheds 
in  the  Draft  SEIS  from  the  cumulative  impacts  of  full  field  development  over  the  life  of  this  oil  and 
gas  field.  The  AWW  would  like  to  see  full  disclosure  of  the  cumulative  impacts  of  full  field  devel- 
opment over  the  course  of  the  productive  life  of  the  field. 

Our  concerns  are  based  in  part  on  the  emissions  from  the  compressors.  We  are  concerned  that  be- 
cause Colorado  does  not  require  the  same  clean  compressor  technology  that  the  neighbonng  states 
of  Wyoming  and  Utah  do,  oil  and  gas  development  companies  will  be  concentrating  their  dirtiest 
compressors  here  in  Colorado  on  the  field  covered  under  this  DSEIS.  All  lessees  should  use  the 
Best  Available  Control  Technology  for  all  aspects  of  oil  and  gas  production. 

We  are  concerned  that  only  disclosing  the  impacts  to  air  quality  in  the  analysis  of  specific  well  de- 
velopments will  not  adequately  analyze  the  cumulative  effects  of  all  wells  in  operation  and  all  wells 
slated  for  development  both  on  and  off  federal  lands.  We  are  concerned  that  a well  by  well  impact 
analysis  will  be  too  cost  prohibitive  to  do  as  thorough  a job  as  is  necessary  to  protect  the  down- 
wind Class  One  Airsheds.  Though  each  individual  well  may  not  trigger  the  threshold  requirement 
for  emissions  controls,  the  cumulative  emissions  from  all  developed  sites  associated  with  this  field 
may  exceed  the  emission's  thresholds.  Thus,  the  entire  field  should  be  treated  as  a single  unit  in 
regards  to  its  potential  impacts  to  air  quality  in  downwind  Class  One  Airsheds.  Cumulative  im- 
pacts analysis  should  consider  all  significant  meteorological  information  including,  but  not  limited 
to,  prevailing  and  seasonal  wind  patterns  and  irregular  phenomenon  like  temperature  inversions  in 
the  WRNF's  ubiquitous  mountain  valleys. 

The  AWW  would  like  to  see  the  BLM  contract  with  an  expenenced  contractor  to  perform  an  analy- 
sis of  all  air  quality  impacts  associated  with  oil  and  gas  developments  on  BLM  lands  in  this  corri- 
dor. This  analysis  would  include  the  cumulative  effect  of  all  oil  and  gas  developments  in  the  re- 
gion occurring  on  both  private  and  public  lands,  including  all  current  and  potential  oil  and  gas  de- 
velopment activities  on  both  the  White  River  and  Grand  Mesa  National  Forests. 

If  there  is  not  already  a monitoring  station  in  the  Flattops  Wilderness  Class  One  Airshed,  then  one 
should  be  established.  Being  the  closest  Class  One  Airshed  and  more  directly  downwind,  emis- 
sions from  oil  and  gas  developments  would  most  likely  degrade  the  Flattops  airshed  first.  Baseline 
data  from  our  Maroon  Bells— Snowmass  Wilderness  Monitoring  program  could  be  transposed  to 
the  Flattops  to  serve  as  a baseline  reference  point. 

Another  of  the  AWW's  important  goals  is  to  require  greater  analysis  before  leasing  and  less  reli- 
ance on  lease  stipulations.  Managers  will  never  be  able  to  evaluate  or  mitigate  the  cumulative  ef- 
fects of  oil  and  gas  development  using  lease  stipulations. 

FOOGLRA  - The  regulations,  36  CFR  Part  228,  implementing  the  1987  Federal  Onshore  Oil  and 
Gas  Leasing  Reform  Act  (FOOGLRA),  must  be  strictly  adhered  to.  FOOGLRA  mandates  two  dis- 
tinct and  separate  decisions  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  The  first  is  referred  to  as  the  “d”  decision  (from 
36  CFR  228.102(d))  and  decides  which  lands  are  administratively  available  for  leasing.  The  sec- 
ond decision  is  referred  to  as  the  “e”  decision  (36  CFR  228.102  (e))  and  applies  to  the  leasing  of 
specific  sites. 

The  “d”  decision  is  the  time  to  look  at  “big  picture”  items  such  as  endangered  species,  cntical 
habitat,  winter  range,  watershed,  landscape  fragmentation,  and  scenic  and  recreational  values  that 
may  be  affected  over  a leased  area.  It  is  not  appropriate  to  off-handedly  authorize  a large  area  for 
leasing  and  then  claim  these  issues  should  be  addressed  in  a site-by-site  basis.  Additionally,  it  is 
inappropriate  to  analyze  an  area  for  the  “d”  decision  unless  an  interest  in  leasing  has  been  ex 
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pressed  or  where  potential  for  oil  and  gas  occurrence  is  high.  Those  areas  not  analyzed  for  the  “d” 
decision  should  not  be  authorized  for  leasing.  If  industry  expresses  interest  in  leasing  these  areas  in 
the  future,  a full  EIS  must  be  completed. 

In  order  to  properly  use  the  “d”  decision,  the  BLM  must  actively  exercise  the  discretionary  no-lease 
authority  granted  by  FOOGLRA.  In  fact,  the  regulations  requires  the  BLM  to  identify  those  areas 
that  should  be  “closed  to  leasing  ...  through  exercise  of  management  direction,”  (36  CFR 
228. 102(c)(l)(iii). 

The  “e”  decision  should  be  used  to  make  small  adjustments  at  a specific  site  within  a larger  overall 
management  plan.  Such  adjustments  include  placement  of  a well-site  to  avoid  a sensitive  area,  re- 
strictions on  time  of  year  when  activity  is  allowed,  or  the  no  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  stipulation. 
The  NSO  should  not  be  used  as  a substitute  for  a no  lease  decision.  Also,  a NSO  stipulation 
should  not  be  applied  in  or  around  roadless  areas  because  surface  disturbance  around  the  perimeter 
of  roadless  areas  would  cause  an  edge  effect,  disrupting  and  fragmenting  the  core  habitat  values  of 
the  roadless  area  NSO  leasing  stipulations  should  be  applied  to  protect  other  significant  scenic, 
environmental,  and  recreational  features  in  areas  otherwise  available  for  leasing. 

Most  often,  the  environmental  consequences  of  development  are  examined  only  when  a lessee 
submits  an  application  for  a permit  to  drill,  with  the  assumption  that  any  such  consequences  can  be 
mitigated  through  the  use  of  appropriate  lease  stipulations.  This  process  is  inadequate  for  several 
reasons.  Once  a lease  is  granted  and  an  application  for  a permit  to  drill  (APD)  is  requested,  the 
government  has  a legal  obligation  to  allow  development.  The  lease  stipulations  the  government  can 
use  at  this  point  are  notoriously  ineffective  at  mitigating  environmental  damage.  One  example  is  the 
timing  restrictions  which  are  routinely  waived  because  it  costs  too  much  to  cease  drilling  once  it 
has  begun.  Another  problem  is  any  attempt  to  make  the  lease  too  restrictive  will  usually  result  in  a 
lawsuit  brought  by  the  oil  and  gas  operator  alleging  a 'taking'  of  their  lease  rights. 

The  AWW  would  like  the  “e”  decision  be  made  in  a separate  site-specific  NEPA  document  when 
the  leasing  of  particular  tracts  is  proposed,  and  not  in  a programmatic,  field-wide  document. 

The  AWW  would  like  to  see  reasonable  foreseeable  development  (RFD)  scenario  developed  in 
conjunction  with  private  properties  and  nearby  BLM  Lands.  This  is  simply  a best  guess  based 
upon  currently  known  geologic  strata,  past  activity,  and  future  demand.  The  first  priority  for  de- 
termining the  RFD  is  an  accurate  picture  of  the  number  and  locations  of  wells  on  BLM  lands. 
Next,  because  it  is  impossible  to  accurately  predict  the  oil  and  gas  prices  and  political  factors  over 
the  next  20  years  that  will  determine  the  level  of  drilling  activity  on  the  field,  the  AWW  would  like 
to  see  a regular  periodic  review  of  the  RFD  scenario  to  make  sure  it  is  still  accurate.  If  a review  of 
the  RFD  shows  a change  in  the  level  of  oil  and  gas  activity  on  this  field,  then  additional  NEPA 
analysis  should  be  conducted  before  any  more  leases  are  issued. 

Waiver,  exemptions,  or  modifications  (WEMs)  to  stipulations  should  only  be  granted  under  ex- 
traordinary circumstances.  There  should  be  no  WEMs  for  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations. 
WEMs  should  only  be  granted  after  review  that  includes  full  public  involvement. 

Oil  And  Gas  Road  Systems  - The  large  network  of  continually  expanded  roads  is  one  of  the 
most  insidious  and  destructive  problems  resulting  from  oil  and  gas  development.  The  problem  is 
insidious  because  while  each  additional  road  added  may  seem  insignificant,  the  overall  effect  of  a 
large  network  of  roads  is  ecological  devastating.  Roads  increase  human  activity  in  formerly  undis- 
turbed areas.  Studies  show  elk  are  particularly  susceptible  to  increased  human  activity.  Poaching  is 
significantly  greater  in  areas  with  roads  as  compared  with  roadless  areas.  Roads  allow  easy  entry 
of  exotic  animal  and  plant  species,  exacerbating  the  already  existent  noxious  weed  problem.  Once 
built,  roads  develop  recreational  constituencies  becoming  politically  difficult  (if  not  impossible)  to 
close. 
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The  cumulative  effects  and  the  long-term  consequences  of  roads  have  not  been  adequately  analyzed 
in  oil  and  gas  leases.  This  analysis  must  occur  at  the  time  of  the  “d”  decision  because  the  effects  of 
a large  road  network  cannot  be  addressed  on  a site-by-site  basis.  Most  roads  should  be  open  only 
to  gas  production  personnel  during  the  production  period  both  to  minimize  disturbance  and  to  pre- 
vent the  development  of  constituencies  through  habitual  use.  The  AWW  would  like  to  see  no  net 
gain  in  mileage  of  roads  due  to  oil  and  gas  development.  The  creation  of  new  road  mileage  should 
be  offset  with  the  closure  of  an  equivalent  mileage  of  existing  roads. 

O/G  development  roads  should  be  closed  during  operation  of  well  except  for  administrative  pur- 
poses. Newly  constructed  access  roads  should  have  cut  and  fill  slopes  revegetated  within  the  same 
construction  season.  As  soon  as  the  productive  life  of  a well  expires,  the  access  road  should  be 
rendered  impassable,  reclaimed,  and  obliterated  by  lessee. 

Old  Leases  - The  BLM  should  weigh  the  values  of  all  Federal  land  users  when  administering 
"Old  Leases."  The  AWW  would  like  the  BLM  to  take  the  position  that  rights  to  highest  economic 
return  in  Old  Leases  do  not  supersede  the  public's  right  to  protection  of  the  resource.  Regulations 
that  impact  an  Old  Lease  such  that  they  prevent  maximum  economic  gain  are  justifiable  when  these 
regulatory  measures  are  aimed  at  protecting  the  many  values  found  on  public  lands. 

Reclamation  and  Monitoring  - The  BLM  should  develop  a momtonng  plan  for  accurately 
gauging  the  progress  and  success  of  reclamation  efforts.  The  monitoring  plan  should  be  quantita- 
tive and  statistically  valid  to  ensure  consistency  and  predictability  across  the  BLM  administered 
lands.  For  instance,  transects  can  be  established  and  monitored  annually  for  a five  year  period. 
Parameters  analyzed  should  include,  but  not  be  limited  to:  percent  vegetative  cover  of  disturbed 
ground,  percent  of  vegetative  cover  in  native  plant  material,  percent  in  non-native  material,  soil 
transport/stability,  soil  fertility,  and  soil  A-horizon  restoration,  "....to  ensure  the  complete  and 
timely  reclamation  of  the  lease  tract,  and  the  restoration  of  any  lands  or  surface  adversely  affected 
by  lease  operations,  after  the  abandonment  or  cessation  of  oil  and  gas  operations  on  the  lease",  the 
BLM  should  require  a bond  adequate  to  cover  the  complete  costs  of  ecological  restoration.  The 
bond  must  be  in  the  possession  of  the  Agency  prior  to  any  surface  disturbing  activities. 

- Interim  monitoring  - Reclamation  work  should  be  initiated  within  the  first  growing  season  after 
soil  disturbance  has  occurred.  All  areas  disturbed  that  are  not  directly  involved  with  production 
activities  should  be  immediately  reclaimed. 

- Final  reclamation  monitoring  - Bonds  should  not  be  released  until  a 10  year  monitoring  plan  has 
proven  that  reclamation  efforts  were  successful  based  on  objectively  quantifiable  criteria. 

- Non-compliance  - Bonds  should  not  be  released  to  lessees  found  to  be  in  non-compliance  with 
reclamation  requirements.  To  be  in  compliance,  intenm  reclamation  progress  should  show  70% 
coverage  with  native  species  within  4 years  of  initial  disturbance.  Non-native  weeds  must  be  con- 
trolled upon  emergence.  If  lessee  is  found  in  non-compliance  with  reclamation  requirements  and 
other  standards,  the  agency  should  not  issue  further  permits  until  lessee  moves  into  compliance. 
The  BLM  clearly  has  compliance  authority  under  30  U.S.C.  226(g).  The  BLM  should  compile  a 
list  of  all  lessees  found  to  be  in  material  non-compliance. 

- Operational  Monitoring  - In  order  to  reduce  the  amount  of  traffic  and  wildlife  disturbances  associ- 
ated with  road  activities,  lessees  should  employ  the  latest  remote  momtonng,  telemetry  technolo- 
gies for  tracking  day  to  day  oil  and  gas  production  activities. 

Full  Field  Development  -The  BLM  should  require  the  lessee  to  submit  a comprehensive  plan 
in  the  event  of  discovery  of  commercial  quantities  of  oil  and  gas.  This  full  field  development  plan 
must,  at  the  very  least,  include  all  drill  pads  and  the  complete  network  of  access  roads.  Lessees 
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should  not  be  permitted  to  do  ad  hoc  planning  on  a well  by  well  and  road  by  road  basis.  If  the 
BLM  detects  an  ad  hoc  planning  effort  unfolding,  new  leases  should  not  be  issued  until  long  term, 
full  field  development  plans  are  submitted  and  analyzed.  In  the  event  that  lessee  has  not  enough 
information  to  development  a FFD  Plan,  then  lessee  should  fund  an  EIS  for  each  individual  well 
drilled  until  enough  information  is  gathered  to  reliably  predict  a FFD  scenario.  Individual  EISs 
should  not  only  analyze  site  specific  impacts  but  the  cumulative  effects  of  each  additional  well. 
The  FFD  plan  should  disclose  all  development  plans  within  a five  mile  radius  of  each  well  cluster. 
The  FFD  plan  should  particularly  note  where  development  plans  will  impact  riparian  zones, 
wetlands,  fragile  soils,  steep  slopes,  and  TES.  No  O/G  developments  should  be  allowed  within  a 
300  meter  wetland  buffer  area.  No  facilities  should  be  located  within  100  year  flood  plains.  The 
lessee  should  be  required  to  design  a road  system  that  minimizes  disturbances.  The  BLM  should 
prepare  an  EIS  that  addresses  the  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  effects  on  all  other  BLM  uses  of 
full  field  development.  Additionally,  the  BLM  should  analyze  the  cumulative  effects  of  full  field 
development  combined  with  the  whole  host  of  other  BLM  uses  on  wildlife  population  viabilities. 

Areas  Unavailable  for  Leasing  - Because  of  the  rapid  development  and  consequent  disap- 
pearance of  valuable  wildlife  habitat  off  of  public  lands,  habitat  managed  by  the  BLM  becomes  in- 
creasingly more  important.  The  AWW  would  like  to  see  the  BLM  consider  the  following  areas 
off-limits  to  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  activities:  riparian  areas,  mule  deer  habitat,  elk 
and  deer  calving/breeding  grounds,  critical  winter  range,  sage  grouse  habitat,  old  growth  habitat, 
and  roadless  areas  within  public  lands. 

Maximum  Protection  Alternative  - As  stated  in  the  "Executive  Summary"  section  of  the  SEIS 
none  of  the  three  alternatives  addressed  "should  affect  substantially  the  overall  amount  of  oil  and 
gas  activity  in  Region  4."  Since  that  is  the  case,  the  AWW  sees  no  reason  why  the  BLM  can  not 
support  the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative,  as  amended  by  the  recommendations  made  in  this 
letter.  This  seems  like  a win/win  solution  - maximum  environmental  protection  without  any  de- 
cline in  production. 

Data  Reliability  - We  are  concerned  that  the  data  used  for  analysis  in  the  DSEIS  is  not  scientifi- 
cally defensible.  The  AWW  would  like  to  see  the  BLM  include  language  in  the  FEIS  that  requires 
site-specific  biological  inventories  and  natural  values  assessments  before  any  new  well  sites  initiate 
any  disturbances. 

"Section  4"  Authority  - The  BLM  must  exercise  its  section  4 authority  to  specify  rates  of  oil 
and  gas  development.  The  AWW  is  concerned  that  the  increase  in  well  densities  will  have  tremen- 
dous disturbing  and  adverse  affects.  In  concert  with  Section  4,  Section  6 of  the  standard  lease 
terms  allows  the  BLM  to  implement  additional  measures  to  minimize  impacts  to  other  natural  re- 
sources. These  powers  should  be  wielded  to  avoid  destroying  other  values  on  these  public  lands. 

We  are  pleased  to  provide  these  comments  in  hopes  that  they  contribute  to  conducting  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  development  activities  in  an  environmentally  responsible  manner.  Please  feel  free  to 
contact  us  for  further  dialog  on  this  matter. 


Aspen,  CO  8161 1 
979.544.9509 
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Barrett  Resources  Corporation 

September  17,  1998 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Attn  Steve  Moore,  Oil  & Gas  Team  Leader 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P O Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

RE:  Comments  to  Draft  SEIS,  Oil  & Gas  Leasing  & Development 
Dear  Mr  Moore: 

Barrett  Resources  Corporation  has  been  developing  oil  and  gas  resources  in  Region  4 for 
15  years  and  currently  operates  400  of  the  700  wells  drilled  in  this  area.  Of  the  oil  and 
gas  activity  that  has  taken  place  over  the  last  five  years,  approximately  80  % has  been 
conducted  by  Barrett,  a trend  that  will  continue  in  the  near  future.  Because  of  the  scope 
of  our  operations  in  Region  4,  the  actions  contemplated  by  BLM  as  part  of  the  SEIS  are 
very  important  to  Barrett. 

Barrett  Resources  has  a strong  corporate  and  operational  commitment  to  the  utilization  of 
environmentally  sound  development  measures.  Barrett  has  willingly  cooperated  with  the 
BLM  to  undertake  proven  conservation  measures  and  develop  new  ideas  Barrett  is  also 
very  committed  to  maintaining  a good  working  relationship  with  the  BLM  and  area 
residents. 

It  is  important  that  BLM  understand  and  accept  the  geologic  and  economic  limitations 
that  Barrett  must  deal  with  in  Region  4.  Throughout  this  comment  letter  you  will  find 
several  references  to  the  constraints  which  control  development,  and  we  ask  that  you  give 
strong  consideration  to  these  and  other  issues  we  have  raised. 

The  issues  of  greatest  concern  to  Barrett  are  summarized  below,  with  detailed  discussion 
provided  on  subsequent  pages.  Additional  issues  are  also  raised. 

- (1)  Current  management  practices  are  working,  the  document  does  not  support  a 
change  from  these  practices,  i.e.  selection  of  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative 

- (2)  The  document  gives  the  erroneous  impression  that  oil  and  gas  activity  is  virtually 
unregulated  The  document  further  implies  that  oil  and  gas  development  should  be 
subrogated  wherever  possible  with  other  resource  values  since  it  cannot  coexist 
acceptably  with  these  values. 
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- (3)  Based  on  BLM’s  numerous  references  to  “public  perceptions”,  Barrett  believes 
the  BLM  has  abrogated  its  responsibility  to  educate  and  inform  the  public  in  favor  of 
arbitrarily  increasing  restrictions  on  oil  and  gas  operators  in  a display  of  “response  to 
public  concerns”. 

- (4)  BLM  has  misrepresented  the  climatic  and  geomorphologic  condition  of  the  area, 
resulting  is  a skewed  analysis  of  impacts  and  the  resulting  mitigation  measures. 

- (5)  Several  important  assumptions  used  in  the  impact  analysis  are  either  incorrect  or 
cannot  be  substantiated.  Of  particular  concern  is  the  Reasonable  Foreseeable 
Development  Scenario 

(6)  Barrett  believes  that  BLM  is  misusing  the  standard  stipulation  that  provides  for 
up  to  a 200  meter  move  of  the  well  location  We  are  not  aware  of  any  other  situation 
where  this  stipulation  has  been  applied  to  the  extent  contemplated  by  the  SEIS  for 
general  mitigation  purposes. 

(7)  Despite  the  plethora  of  wildlife  information  contained  in  the  document,  BLM 
fails  to  present  a complete  analysis  and  actually  misleads  the  readers  on  the  impacts 
of  not  only  oil  and  gas  development,  but  rapid  residential  growth  and  its  associated 
consequences. 

- (8)  Barrett  has  grave  concerns  with  several  of  the  Proposed  Action  mitigation 
measures.  These  measures  are  not  based  in  science,  do  not  provide  flexibility,  and 
are  overly  burdensome  to  the  operators. 

DISCUSSION  OF  PRIMARY  ISSUES 

( 1)  Document  does  not  Support  Selection  of  Proposed  Action  as  Preferred  Alternative 

The  document  states  the  Proposed  Action,  which  encompasses  increased  restrictions  on 
the  oil  and  gas  industry,  is  the  BLM’s  Preferred  Alternative,  however,  the  analysis  of 
impacts  fails  to  demonstrate  that  the  current  management  practices  have  been  ineffective 
and  provides  no  justification  for  imposing  additional  restrictions.  In  fact,  the  analysis 
gives  clear  indication  that  current  management  practices  have  indeed  been  effective  in 
reducing  impacts  to  minimal  levels. 

For  example,  impacts  to  all  of  the  following  resources  either  1)  represent  no  change  from 
the  FEIS,  2)  do  not  differ  between  alternatives,  3)  are  minimal  or  relatively  minor,  or  4) 
would  have  no  impact,  all  as  specifically  stated  in  the  SEIS  These  resources  are  climate 
and  air  quality,  livestock  grazing,  special  status  plant  species,  soils,  surface  water. 
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groundwater,  forestry,  cultural  resources,  paleontological  resources,  wilderness,  lands 
and  realty  actions,  and  ACECs. 

We  will  discuss  impacts  to  the  remaining  resources,  which  are:  vegetation  (riparian 
areas),  wildlife,  recreation,  visual  resources,  transportation,  and  minerals.  But  first,  it  is 
relevant  to  discuss  the  concept  of  significance.  Nowhere  in  this  document,  excepting  the 
air  quality  impacts  discussion,  is  mention  made  of  significance.  As  a multiple  use  agency 
BLM  manages  for  impacts  to  all  its  resources,  and  attempts  to  minimize  those  impacts  to 
the  extent  reasonable.  Significance  criteria  are  used  to  set  the  level  of  acceptable  impact, 
and  to  provide  a standard  from  which  to  base  changes  in  management  policy.  Such 
measures  prevent  the  arbitrary  setting  of  standards  which  are  not  in  keeping  with  multiple 
use  management  and  which  have  questionable  scientific  basis.  A ten  percent  change  in 
the  level  of  impacts  is  considered  significant  by  BLM  analysts.  In  fact,  a ten  percent 
change  identified  during  EA  preparation  is  the  threshold  for  an  EIS. 

Vegetation.  The  tone  for  this  discussion  was  set  by  BLM’s  statement,  “Throughout  the 
resource  area,  the  functions  and  values  of  riparian  habitat  have  been  severely  impacted  by 
road  construction,  cultivation,  water  diversions,  impoundments,  gravel  extraction, 
livestock  grazing  and  construction  of  gas  wellpads  and  facilities.”  (Page  4-2)  Further,  “It 
is  likely  that  in  total,  more  than  50  percent  of  all  the  riparian  areas  in  Region  4 have 
already  been  lost  or  their  function  and  values  diminished.  Although  oil  and  gas 
development  represents  only  a small  portion  of  this  total  habitat  loss  or  impairment,  it  is 
an  impact  which  can  be  avoided  or  mitigated  to  minimize  further  loss  of  riparian  values.” 
(Page  4-6)  It  is  apparent  oil  and  gas  is  being  singled  out  as  the  only  activity  BLM  can 
control  on  public  lands. 

Under  the  CCM  alternative,  which  assumes  the  same  proportion  of  future  locations  will 
be  built  in  riparian  areas,  an  additional  5 percent  of  riparian  habitat  would  be  impacted 
( 1 89  acres),  for  a total  of  8 percent  directly  affected  on  federal  mineral  estate  (Page  4-7) 
It  is  not  clear  if  these  numbers  represent  only  direct  impacts,  or  a combination  of  both 
direct  and  indirect.  Regardless,  no  significant  change  will  occur.  As  no  figures  are 
presented  under  the  PA  alternative,  it  is  impossible  to  compare  the  two. 

Wildlife.  Please  reference  letter  from  Craig  Kling  with  TRC  Environmental  Corporation 

Recreation  Only  2 percent  of  the  non-motorized  recreation  values  in  Region  4 “may  be 
affected  by  road  construction  if  gas  development  occurs  within  them”,  (emphasis  added) 
(Pages  3-38  and  4-34) 

Visual  Resources.  VRM  objectives  are  likely  to  be  exceeded  in  some  areas  under  the 
CCM  alternative  VRM  Class  II  objectives  may  be  exceeded  in  some  places  under  the 
MP  alternative,  and  VRM  Class  II  objectives  will  be  exceeded  in  some  places  under  the 
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PA  alternative  (Pages  4-37,  38,  emphasis  added).  Other  than  “some”  reduction  in 
impacts,  (whatever  that  means),  we  see  very  little  distinction  VRM  Class  II  does  not,  by 
definition,  preclude  oil  and  gas  development,  but  rather  states  the  activity  must  “blend  in 
with  the  natural  landscape”.  (Page  H-l) 

Transportation.  “One-hundred  eight  miles  of  road  would  be  a 5 percent  increase  over  the 
current  total  distance  of  roads  in  Region  4.”  (this  statement  is  referring  to  new  roads  built 
over  the  next  20  years  on  BLM  administered  estate)  “This  is  probably  an  overestimate  of 
future  road  development.”  (Page  4-44) 

Minerals.  The  CCM  alternative  represents  no  net  change  from  the  present  situation.  In 
the  case  of  the  MP  alternative,  “Application  of  more  restrictive  environmental 
stipulations  would  tend  to  reduce  slightly  the  number  of  wells  drilled  even  in  previously 
leased  areas  because  drilling  costs  would  increase  somewhat.”  (emphasis  added,  Page  4- 
50)  Barrett  contends  the  number  of  wells  would  be  significantly  reduced,  and  the  drilling 
costs  would  increase  dramatically.  We  believe  impacts  to  resource  recovery  will  be  even 
greater  in  the  NOSR  Production  Area. 

(2)  Document  Mistakenly  Implies  Oil  and  Gas  Activity  is  Virtually  Unregulated,  and 
Suggests  a Strong  Bias  in  favor  of  Preservation.  Recreation  Values,  and  Residential 
Development. 

First,  the  document  gives  strong  impressions  that  the  oil  and  gas  industry  is  virtually 
unregulated  by  referring,  on  many  occasions,  to  BLM’s  inability  to  place  additional 
restrictions  on  existing  leases.  This  is  very  misleading  to  readers  not  familiar  with  oil  and 
gas  development.  BLM  has  full  authority  to  place  restrictions  and  it  is  standard  operating 
procedure  throughout  the  Roclcy  Mountain  region.  BLM  in  Glenwood  has  in  the  past 
imposed  numerous  stipulations  and  COAs  not  included  in  the  original  lease  Barrett  has 
willingly  complied  with  these  conditions  Barrett  has  also  complied  with  numerous  BLM 
requests  for  voluntary  mitigation  efforts.  While  it  is  true  BLM  cannot  add  a NSO 
stipulation,  BLM  can  apply  numerous  restrictions  to  achieve  nearly  the  same  result  (for 
instance,  in  visually  sensitive  areas). 

The  SEIS  also  fails  to  discuss  the  wide  range  of  laws  and  regulations  administered  by 
other  federal  (and  state)  agencies  which  govern  oil  and  gas  activity,  which  indeed  in 
some  cases  are  very  much  more  restrictive  than  those  administered  by  BLM  Several  of 
these  agencies  are:  National  Forest  Service,  National  Park  Service,  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission,  Bureau  of  Reclamation,  US 
Fish  and  Wildlife,  and  the  Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  Several  of  the 
laws  are:  Bald  Eagle  Protection  Act,  Migratory  Bird  Treaty  Act,  Clean  Water  Act,  Clean 
Air  Act,  and  the  Historic  Preservation  Act 
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We  think  it  also  relevant  to  point  out  that  BLM’s  constant  referrals  to  the  need  for 
“voluntary”  compliance  by  the  operators,  when  coupled  with  the  minimal,  negligible  and 
non-significant  impacts  identified  in  this  document,  support  Barrett’s  contention  that 
current  management  practices  have  been  effective.  Forcing  operators  to  do  something  is 
not  the  only  way  to  minimize  impacts  Good  communication  and  cooperation  between 
all  entities  will  go  a long  way  toward  achieving  this  goal. 

Second,  Barrett  believes  the  document  presents  a biased  viewpoint  against  oil  and  gas 
development  and  in  favor  of  other  values,  namely  visual  resources,  wildlife,  recreation, 
and  residential  development.  This  is  achieved  by  implying  that  oil  and  gas  activity  is  a 
recent  entry  to  the  area  and  cannot  peacefully  coexist  with  these  values  already  in  place 
On  page  1-9  there  is  a statement  that  “development  activities  have  begun  to  encroach  on 
residential  areas  ” Considering  that  oil  and  gas  development  has  been  in  progress  for 
nearly  50  years,  has  remained  relatively  constant  for  the  last  15  years  and  that  the  areas  of 
concentrated  activity  have  remained  the  same,  it  would  be  at  least  as  accurate  to  say  that 
residential  development  has  encroached  on  oil  and  gas. 

Additionally,  there  is  a statement  on  page  4-37,  “The  visual  impact  of  gas  development  in 
the  foreground  west  of  Rifle  will  change  the  character  of  the  scenery  from  rural 
agricultural  to  a gas  field.”  Oil  and  gas  development  has  been  part  of  the  scenery  west  of 
Rifle  for  decades. 

An  EIS  typically  discloses  impacts  from  all  foreseeable  development,  not  just  oil  and  gas. 
Although  other  types  of  development  on  federal  lands  may  be  limited,  extensive 
residential  development  on  private  lands  is  both  reasonable  and  foreseeable.  There 
should  be  a relative  sense  of  the  impacts  of  oils  and  gas  development  in  comparison  to 
those  resulting  from  population  growth.  Barrett  suggests  that  the  rate  of  population 
growth  over  the  past  five  years  in  Garfield  County  should  be  projected  twenty  years  in 
into  the  future  and  the  resulting  impacts  estimated  and  compared  to  projected  oil  and  gas 
impacts 

The  SEIS  refers  to  adverse  impacts  to  roads  in  several  places  ( Pages  4-43,  44)  without 
discussion  of  mitigation.  This  serves  only  to  inflame  the  uninformed  reader  Operators 
must  file  bonds  for  the  purposes  of  repairing  damage  attributable  to  their  activities.  A 
portion  of  the  severance  tax  revenues  is  earmarked  for  road  and  bridge  repairs.  New 
overweight  and  oversize  fees  imposed  by  the  county  have  the  potential  to  generate 
significant  revenues.  Impact  fees  are  also  being  contemplated.  Other  jurisdictions  that 
have  been  host  to  oil  and  gas  production  have  been  able  to  maintain  or  upgrade  road 
systems  using  oil  and  gas  generated  revenues. 
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(3)  BLM  has  Abrogated  its  Responsibility  to  Accurately  Inform  the  Public 
BLM  appears  very  responsive  to  public  perceptions,  whether  these  perceptions  are 
accurate  or  not.  Barrett  believes  it  is  BLM’s  responsibility  to  inform  and  educate  the 
public  on  public  lands  issues,  and  as  such  BLM  should  undertake  efforts  to  correct 
erroneous  perceptions  But  it  appears  from  this  document  that  BLM  has  chosen  instead 
to  use  inaccurate  public  perceptions  as  a partial  basis  for  increasing  restrictions  on  the  oil 
and  gas  industry.  The  examples  below  illustrate  our  point: 

“..  most  development  on  public  mineral  estate  takes  place  in  conjunction  with 
development  on  adjacent  fee  land.  It  is  often  difficult  for  the  public  to  distinguish  the 
extent  of  BLM’s  management  responsibility.”  (Page  1-6) 

“Reclamation  in  arid  (also  see  discussion  under  Issue  4 below)  environments  is  a very 
slow  process,  leading  to  public  perceptions  that  BLM  has  required  too  little  of  the 
operator  in  this  regard.”  (Pages  iv  and  1-10) 


(4)  BLM  has  Misrepresented  the  Climatic  and  Geomorphological  Condition  of  the  Area. 
Resulting  in  a Skewed  Analysis  of  Impacts  and  Unnecessary  Mitigation  Measures. 

In  several  places  in  the  text  the  area  is  described  as  arid,  usually  in  the  context  of 
difficulty  of  reclamation.  The  definition  of  an  “arid”  climate,  at  these  average 
temperatures,  is  one  that  receives  less  than  7 inches  of  precipitation  per  year.  Region  4 
would  be  considered  semi-arid. 

The  description  of  soils  in  the  Impacted  Environment  does  not  accurately  convey  the 
nature  of  the  area.  The  highly  erosional  nature  of  the  area  is  not  clearly  communicated 
and  the  discussions  regarding  soils  are  misleading.  In  this  document,  erosive  means  that 
high  rates  of  erosion  are  occurring  under  natural  conditions  (page  3-31).  In  fact,  much  of 
the  “soil”  described  as  erosive  or  highly  erosive  in  this  document  is  exposed  bedrock  in 
badland  topography.  The  dominant  landforms  are  erosional,  with  numerous  landslides 
Lower  topographic  areas  are  mantled  with  recent  debris  flow  and  mudflow  deposits 
When  flow  does  occur  in  many  of  the  intermittant  streams,  it  contains  a high  percentage 
of  suspended  solids,  taking  on  the  characteristics  of  thin  mud  rather  than  water.  Road 
blockages  from  mudflows  are  a frequent  occurrence.  Where  colluvial  deposits  are  found 
overlying  bedrock,  they  frequently  lack  development  of  significant  “soil”  qualities  due  to 
the  frequency  that  they  are  reworked  or  overlain.  In  the  geomorphic  sense,  this  is  a 
rapidly  expanding  canyon. 
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It  is  only  in  this  context  that  the  disturbance  of  oil  and  gas  development  can  be  fairly 
judged.  Yes,  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  steeply  sloping  terrain  is  subject  to  erosion, 
but  not  in  such  contrast  to  the  surrounding  terrain  as  implied  by  the  draft  SEIS.  The 
concluding  comments  in  Section  4.8.1  are  a more  accurate  representation  of  soil 
conditions  in  the  area 


(5)  BLM  has  used  a Number  of  Incorrect  and/or  Unsubstantiated  Assumptions  for 
Impact  Analysis. 

The  level  of  oil  and  gas  development  projected  by  the  Reasonably  Foreseeable 
Development  scenario  is  overstated.  Using  the  assumptions  stated  in  Section  2.2,  Barrett 
projects  that  400  additional  wells  could  be  drilled  within  the  Rulison,  Parachute,  and 
Grand  Valley  Fields.  We  believe  that  these  are  the  primary  areas  for  future  development 
and  therefore  this  estimate  includes  the  bulk  of  potential  wellsites.  Our  estimate  of  400 
additional  wells  is  based  on  economics  consistent  with  the  continuation  of  current 
management  practices  on  BLM  mineral  estate,  20  acre  well  density  through  the  core 
areas  of  development  (including  BLM  mineral  estate)  and  full  economic  development  of 
the  NOSR  production  area.  Our  estimate  is  also  based  on  drilling  vertical  wells.  If 
vertical  wells  at  20  acre  density  cannot  be  drilled  on  BLM  lands,  the  total  number  of 
remaining  economical  wells  is  approximately  300.  Note  that  we  estimate  approximately 
20  locations  in  the  NOSR  Production  Area  are  economical  under  current  management 
practices.  The  BLM  estimate  is  flawed  in  that  it  assumes  that  there  is  no  end  to  the  gas 
resource  and  fails  to  consider  the  economic  limits  to  extraction. 

It  would  be  more  reasonable  to  project  the  current  activity  for  a few  years  into  the  future 
followed  by  a marked  decline  in  the  rate  of  drilling.  A very  low  rate  of  drilling  activity 
could  be  expected  to  occur  beyond  ten  years,  in  fact  Barrett  foresees  no  activity  beyond 
ten  years  under  current  conditions. 

There  is  little  discussion  of  the  temporal  nature  of  oil  and  gas  development  and  therefore 
the  temporary  nature  of  the  impacts.  In  part,  this  is  may  be  related  to  the  BLM 
assumption  that  drilling  will  continue  unabated  far  into  the  future.  In  fact,  the  impacts 
related  to  oil  and  gas  development  will  be  negligible  within  perhaps  30  years 

The  SEIS  projects  tripling  of  the  compression  horsepower  required  to  transport  gas  from 
the  field.  This  projection  apparently  assumes  that  the  compression  requirements  are 
related  to  the  number  of  wells  in  place.  In  fact,  the  amount  of  compression  is  related  to 
the  rate  of  gas  production  As  such,  Barrett  projects  a much  smaller  increase  in 
compression  requirements.  Due  to  the  nature  of  the  gas  reservoir,  gas  production 
declines  rapidly  soon  after  the  well  is  put  into  production.  In  order  to  maintain  field-wide 
production  levels,  new  wells  must  be  drilled  continuously  to  replace  lost  production  If 
the  recent  rate  of  drilling  activity  (approximately  4 to  6 six  working  rigs)  were 
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maintained,  the  maximum  projected  daily  production  rate  of  the  field  would  peak  at  a 
level  approximately  50  percent  greater  than  is  currently  required  or  18,000  hp  The 
reduction  in  the  total  number  of  wells  that  we  predict  will  be  drilled  does  not  reduce  this 
requirement  but  will  reduce  the  duration  for  which  it  required 

On  page  1-10  is  a statement,  “Much  of  the  development  occurs  in  the  1-70  corridor  and 
hence  is  visible  to  many  visitors  and  travelers.  Residents  of  the  area  often  view  the 
disturbance  from  their  homes.”  Barrett  contends  that  BLM  is  placing  too  much  emphasis 
on  the  importance  of  little  or  no  oil  and  gas  disturbance  along  the  1-70  corridor  BLM’s 
management  objectives  should  consider  the  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  activity  relative  to  the 
other  impacts  along  the  1-70  corridor.  Oil  and  gas  must  be  developed  where  it  is  found, 
not  where  we  would  prefer  it  be  placed  In  the  context  of  the  entire  1-70  corridor  in 
western  Colorado,  the  proportion  which  has  experienced  oil  and  gas  development  is 
minimal 

(6)  BLM  is  Abusing  the  Standard  Stipulation  Allowing  for  Move  of  up  to  200  Meters 

Mitigation  described  for  all  of  the  alternatives  frequently  incorporates  “relocation 
beyond”  or  “up  to  200  meters”.  This  language  is  based  on  provisions  in  the  standard 
lease  terms.  The  BLM  must  recognize  the  unique  nature  of  the  resource  in  this  area  and 
how  these  characteristics  limit  the  applicability  of  this  term.  When  this  condition  was 
established,  the  high  well  densities  required  for  extraction  of  natural  gas  from  tight-sand 
gas  reservoirs  was  not  contemplated  Relocation  of  a well  by  200  meters  when  well 
density  is  as  high  as  one  well  per  80  acres  does  not  typically  pose  a problem.  The 
dimensions  of  the  drilling  window  at  20  acre  densities,  however  is  highly  constrained. 
Relocation  greater  than  a few  tens  of  meters  will  require  that  the  well  be  drilled  using 
directional  methods. 

Because  of  the  geologic  nature  of  the  area  and  the  marginal  economics,  most  wells  drilled 
using  directional  methods  are  uneconomic.  A requirement  to  relocate  a well  more  than  a 
few  tens  of  meters  effectively  precludes  drilling  of  the  well  and  will  result  in 
approximately  half  of  the  recoverable  resources  remaining  in  place  Barrett  does  not 
believe  that  the  Lease  Act  contemplates  the  application  of  the  relocation  condition  in  this 
fashion.  If  it  is  the  intent  of  the  BLM  to  apply  the  200  meter  relocation  condition  to 
require  directional  drilling,  Barrett  will  be  forced  to  file  a formal  appeal  through 
appropriate  channels. 

(7)  Wildlife 

Due  to  the  volume  and  technical  nature  of  the  wildlife  data  presented,  Barrett  elected  to 
seek  an  independent  objective  opinion  of  the  big  game  portion  of  the  analysis  Attached 
please  find  a letter  from  Craig  Kling  of  TRC  Environmental  Corporation  Please 
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consider  his  comments  as  representative  of  Barrett  on  this  issue  Additionally,  Barrett 
offers  further  comments  not  addressed  in  Mr.  Kling’s  letter 

The  section  on  mule  deer  population  dynamics  (page  3-14)  offers  a simplified  discussion 
of  herd  dynamics  to  raise  the  prospect  that  oil  and  gas  development  in  western  valleys 
has  impacted  mule  deer  populations.  Based  on  other  CDOW  literature,  the  decline  in 
mule  deer  populations  is  not  restricted  to  Region  4 but  has  occurred  over  a multi-state 
area.  Areas  with  no  development  of  any  type  have  also  experienced  this  decline. 

The  EIS  does  not  discuss  reclamation  in  the  context  of  the  surrounding  conditions  These 
lands  are  typically  sparsely  vegetated  and  have  limited  productivity  in  their  natural  state 
Cover  densities  comparable  to  surrounding  native  conditions  are  typically  reached  within 
a year  or  two  if  not  grazed  by  cattle  or  deer  The  reclamation  objectives  described  in 
Appendix  I can  be  reached  in  a few  years.  The  statement  that  restoring  to  productive 
wildlife  habitat  requires  20  years  to  accomplish  is  very  misleading  Establishing  the 
same  mix  of  native  species  to  a maturity  level  that  existed  prior  to  development  may 
require  20  years,  but  the  productivity  level  for  some  species,  including  mule  deer  and  elk 
can  be  achieved  in  a few  years. 

The  conclusions  of  the  SEIS  are  not  considerate  of  the  reclamation  success  that  has  been 
realized.  Monitoring  data  indicate  that  mule  deer  forage  quality  and  volume  comparable 
to  background  conditions  are  realized  within  a few  years  at  locations  which  current  BLM 
reclamation  protocols  have  been  followed.  Field  observations  indicate  that  forage  on 
reclaimed  areas  is  in  fact  highly  utilized,  even  in  high  traffic  areas.  We  believe  that  the 
degree  of  impact  described  by  the  SEIS  is  tenuous.  We  believe  that  actual  impacts  could 
be  much  less  than  projected  and  in  some  cases  oil  and  gas  activity  may  benefit  wildlife. 

(8)  Certain  Mitigation  Measures  are  not  Based  in  Science,  do  not  Provide  Flexibility, 
and/or  are  Overly  Burdensome. 

The  stipulations  regarding  the  maximum  slope  on  which  a well  pad  or  road  may  be 
constructed  are  unwarranted.  The  existing  stipulations  allow  the  BLM  to  impose  special 
requirements  to  ensure  that  locations  remain  stable  and  that  reclamation  standards  are 
met.  Many  locations  have  been  built  on  slopes  greater  than  25  percent,  are  stable  and 
meet  BLM  reclamation  guidelines 

We  strenuously  object  to  the  lease  notice  provision  of  the  Proposed  Action  that  requires 
the  operator  to  consult  with  the  DOW  and  BLM  to  develop  specific  measures  to  reduce 
impacts  of  oil  and  gas  operations  on  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat.  The  process  is  ill- 
defined,  sets  no  limits  on  the  measures  which  may  be  required,  and  effectively  places  the 
DOW  in  a role  of  regulating  oil  and  gas  development. 
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Due  to  the  map  scale,  we  are  unable  to  identify  exactly  the  location  of  the  wildlife 
seclusion  areas,  although  we  can  see  they  are  present  in  our  areas  of  operation.  We 
therefore  cannot  assess  how  Barrett  would  be  affected 

The  economics  of  No  Surface  Occupancy  stipulations  for  purposes  of  visual  resource 
protection  in  the  NOSR  production  area  should  be  carefully  considered  If  a location  is 
only  viewed  by  a few  homes  or  along  a short  length  of  highway,  these  viewpoints  could 
in  effect  enjoy  a sizable  subsidy  at  the  considerable  expense  of  the  taxpayer  should  a well 
and  the  subsequent  royalty  be  eliminated 

The  NSO  stipulation  to  protect  riparian  areas  (page  F-6)  implies  we  can  never  remove 
any  large  plant  to  gain  access  to  a location  or  to  build  a location  Barrett  recognizes  the 
value  of  riparian  areas,  but  finds  this  restriction  to  be  extreme  and  highly  objectionable. 

DISCUSSION  OF  SPECIFIC  POINTS 

(A)  The  document  gives  the  impression  that  the  physical  location  of  surface  impacts 
associated  with  oil  and  gas  development  is  at  the  discretion  of  the  operator  and  the 
regulators,  when  in  fact  the  physical  location  of  the  mineral  resource  and  the  costs  to 
extract  that  resource  are  the  determining  factors. 

(B)  We  are  aware  that  the  National  Park  Service  is  conducting  an  analysis  of  the  “far- 
field”  effects  of  the  proposed  action  including  such  things  as  nitrate  deposition, 
visibility  impacts,  etc.  We  are  concerned  that  information  regarding  their  analysis  is 
not  included  or  referenced  in  the  SEIS  The  final  SEIS  and  ROD  may  be  delayed  if 
the  Park  Service  findings  are  significant  We  are  also  concerned  that  mitigation  may 
be  included  in  the  final  version  of  the  SEIS  in  response  to  Park  Service  comments 
without  an  opportunity  for  industry  and  other  public  comment. 

(C)  Barrett  objects  to  the  submittal  of  Plans  of  Development  for  the  location  of  future 
wells.  (Page  4-7)  Exact  locations  cannot  be  realistically  projected  as  each  well  is 
subject  to  a multitude  of  considerations  Planning  wells  one  or  two  or  three  at  a time 
is  not  a piecemeal  approach,  it  is  the  real  world  of  geological  interpretation,  reservoir 
analysis,  capital  expenditures,  return  on  investment,  etc 

(D)  Why  is  that  part  of  NOSR  north  of  the  Production  Area  included  in  the  affected 
environment  discussion,  since  it  is  not  formally  included  in  the  analysis?  (Page  3-1) 

(E)  Please  explain  who  has  the  burden  of  proof,  the  operator  or  the  BLM,  to  demonstrate 
that  a Condition  of  Approval  conflicts  with  the  operator’s  lease  rights?  Is  it 
incumbent  upon  BLM  to  apply  only  those  CO  As  which,  after  consultation  with  the 
operator,  clearly  do  not  conflict  with  lease  rights?  If  the  operator  sees  a conflict,  is 
the  State  Director  Review  process  the  proper  avenue  for  appeal? 
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(F)  The  economic  impacts  related  to  the  reasonably  foreseeable  development  are 
understated  First,  the  number  of  employees  is  expected  to  grow  in  some  proportion  to 
the  number  of  wells  in  the  field  Well  and  pipeline  maintenance  requirements  are  linearly 
related  to  the  number  of  wells.  A tripling  of  wells  will  result  in  a near  tripling  of  the 
number  of  maintenance  employees.  The  count  of  160  personnel  quoted  by  the  SEIS  is 
accurate  for  the  number  of  employees  required  to  service  four  drill  rigs  and  does  not 
include  well  maintenance  activities. 

When  evaluating  the  proportion  of  the  population  involved  in  oil  and  gas  development,  it 
would  be  more  appropriate  to  compare  the  number  of  employees  to  the  number  employed 
in  Region  4,  not  the  total  population  in  all  of  Garfield  and  Mesa  counties 

On  page  2-1,  it  is  stated  that  reducing  restrictions  in  the  NOSR  Production  Area  “might” 
increase  revenues  to  the  U.S.  government.  The  relationship  between  restrictions  and 
revenue  is  a certainty.  There  is  a low  margin  of  profit  on  wells  in  the  area.  In  the 
determination  to  drill  a well,  it  is  necessary  to  evaluate  the  costs  associated  with  drilling 
and  production.  Locations  with  above-average  reservoir  conditions  can  become 
uneconomical  simply  because  of  above-average  surface  related  construction  and  would 
therefore  would  not  be  drilled 

The  oil  and  gas  industry  in  Garfield  County  recently  became  aware  of  severance  tax 
distributions  that  are  based  on  the  number  of  personnel  employed  in  the  oil  and  gas 
industry.  It  appears  that  employees  of  service  companies  have  not  been  included  in 
previous  census.  We  are  preparing  a census  based  on  a clarification  of  the  definition  of 
employment  provided  by  the  local  governments  and  expect  the  number  of  oil  and  gas 
employees  residing  in  jurisdictions  in  Garfield  County  (cited  as  21  on  page  3-50)  to 
increase  significantly. 

The  description  of  economic  benefits  on  page  3-50  is  very  difficult  to  understand 
Considering  that  employment  and  taxes  generated  are  the  primary  benefits  of  oil  and  gas 
development,  industry  would  appreciate  their  clear  accounting.  A table  would  be  an 
appropriate  means  of  communicating  this  information. 

(G)  Will  stipulations  developed  out  of  this  document  set  a precedent  for  and  therefore 
apply  to  the  NOSR  lands  north  of  the  NOSR  Production  Area,  which  will  be  analyzed 
in  a separate  document?  It  is  reasonable  to  expect  restrictions  would  not  be  less  than 
in  the  rest  of  the  RA. 

(H)  There  are  several  points  in  the  EIS  where  it  is  implied  that  additional  protection  is 
required  on  fee  lands.  On  page  1-9  it  is  stated  in  regards  to  regulation  on  split  estate 
that  BLM  regulation  “ensures  the  private  landowners  of  protection  when  the  federal 
minerals  are  extracted.”  The  BLM  has  also  proposed  a “working  in  residential  areas” 
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condition  of  approval  To  our  knowledge,  the  Colorado  oil  and  Gas  conservation 
Commission  has  jurisdiction  and  extensive  rules  in  both  of  these  areas. 

CONCLUSION 

BLM  should  adopt  the  Continuation  of  Current  Management  Alternative  as  the  agency 
Preferred  Alternative.  In  the  absence  of  a clearly  demonstrated  need  to  impose  additional 
restrictions  on  oil  and  gas  development,  adoption  of  the  PA  alternative  will  be  met  with 
strong  resistance  from  Barrett  Resources. 

Barrett  is  hopeful  the  comments  above  will  be  carefully  considered  in  BLM’s  finalization 
of  the  referenced  document.  We  would  be  happy  to  discuss  further  any  issue  for  which 
you  might  have  questions. 


Matt  Rohret,  Tom  Brown,  Inc. 
Jerry  Sullivan,  Snyder  Oil 
Rich  Griebling,  COGCC 
Mark  Smith,  IP  AMS 
Greg  Schnacke,  COGA 


Sincerely, 


Merle  Evers 
Operations  Manager 


cc: 
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September  16,  1998 

VIA  FEDERAL  EXPRESS  OVERNIGHT 

Mr.  Duane  Zavadil 
Barrett  Resources  Corporation 
1515  Arapahoe  Street 
Tower  3,  Suite  1000 
Denver,  CO  80202 

RE:  Big  Game  Section  of  Oil  & Gas  Leasing  & Development  Draft  Supplemental 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Zavadil: 

Per  your  request  for  comments  on  the  big  game  section  of  the  DEIS,  I offer  the 
following  for  consideration.  These  identify  the  primary  areas  of  concern  given  the  time 
allowed  for  my  review  and  should  not  be  considered  a complete  critique  of  that 
section. 

The  primary  big  game  species  in  the  area  are  mule  deer  and  elk,  and  the  DEIS 
provides  considerable  facts,  figures,  and  discussion  about  their  populations,  important 
habitats,  past/current  perturbations,  and  potential  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development.  A major  shortcoming  is  that  all  this  information  is  merely  provided  but 
not  analyzed  nor  put  into  perspective,  and  the  significance  of  potential  impacts  is  not 
presented.  In  addition  to  being  confusing,  the  presentation  does  not  provide  the 
decision  maker  with  concise  information  upon  which  to  make  a comparison  of  the 
alternatives  nor  conclusions  upon  which  to  base  management  decisions.  For  example, 
Section  4.5.4. 1 indicates  1,020  acres  of  direct  and  7,800  acres  of  indirect  impact  to  deer 
winter  range,  with  the  7,800  acres  being  about  four  percent  of  the  winter  range. 
However,  it  does  not  discuss  the  significance  of  that  impact  nor  put  it  into  perspective. 
Furthermore,  most  of  the  new  development  will  be  in  current  Impact  Zones  (as 
described  in  Appendix  G)  and  the  indirect  effect  on  winter  range  is  increasingly 
overstated  because  the  buffers  tend  to  overlap  (as  described  in  the  footnote  to 
Table  4.5-1);  the  real  incremental  increase  due  to  the  current  action  alternative  is  not 
apparent.  Therefore,  the  public  and  decision  maker  are  left  to  determine  if  something 
less  than  4%  of  the  deer  winter  range  indirectly  impacted  is  significant  or  not.  The 
resource  specialist,  not  the  public  and  decision  maker,  should  make  this  type  of 
determination  and  the  analysis  of  significance  should  be  included  in  the  DEIS  so  that 
it  is  readily  accessible  to  the  public  and  decision  maker. 

The  acreage  numbers  for  future  impacts  under  the  alternatives  in  Table  4.5-1  do  not 
correspond  to  the  numbers  in  the  text  (e.g.,  the  text  for  current  management  states  that 
1,020  acres  of  deer  winter  range  would  be  directly  impacted  while  the  table  indicates 
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direct  impacts  to  be  870  acres).  The  numbers  in  the  text  correspond  to  the  number  of 
wells  multiplied  by  the  disturbance  per  well  so  I suspect  those  are  correct,  but  this 
inconsistency  should  be  corrected  such  that  the  impact  analysis  is  supported  by 
verifiable  numbers. 

Another  approach  that  would  be  useful  to  the  public  and  a decision  maker  is  a 
thorough  comparison  of  the  differences  in  impacts  among  alternatives.  The  DEIS 
provides  the  data  for  such  an  analysis,  once  the  above-referenced  inconsistency  has 
been  remedied,  but  does  not  actually  provide  the  comparison.  The  data  presentation 
does  not  lend  itself  to  easy  interpretation  or  comparison.  For  example,  using  the 
numbers  from  the  text,  there  is  a reduction  of  only  34  acres  between  the  direct  impact 
to  deer  winter  range  under  the  current  management  alternative  compared  to  the 
proposed  action  (1,020-986=34)  and  a 260-acre  reduction  in  indirect  impact  (7,800- 
7,540=260).  Is  there  any  real  difference  in  the  impact  among  the  alternatives?  There 
may  be  if  the  10  wells  not  developed  are  in  extremely  crucial  habitat  that  has  no 
current  development  activity,  but  it  is  not  clear  based  on  the  information  provided  in 
the  DEIS--it  looks  like  it  was  just  a proportionate  reduction,  and  in  that  case,  the 
differences  between  the  alternatives  are  minor.  With  a clear,  comparative 
presentation  of  the  data  for  the  alternatives,  the  public  and  decision  maker  could 
consider  if  the  34-acre  direct  and  260-acre  indirect  reduction  in  habitat  impacted  would 
justify  the  constraints  of  the  proposed  action  over  the  current  management. 

To  put  the  cumulative  impacts  discussion  into  perspective,  it  would  be  appropriate  and 
possibly  enlightening  to  indicate  what  proportion  of  the  impact  is  attributable  to  the 
federal  action.  For  example,  Section  4.5.5  indicates  that  45,008  acres  of  deer  winter 
range  will  have  been  indirectly  affected  by  oil  and  gas  development.  The  proposed 
federal  action  under  both  current  management  and  the  proposed  action  would  be 
approximately  17%  of  that  total,  with  only  0.5%  difference  between  the  two 
alternatives.  No  numbers  are  given  for  acres  impacted  by  other  activities  (i.e., 
subdivision  development,  recreational  activity,  agriculture,  transportation,  etc.-see 
page  4-20)  in  that  section;  however,  on  page  4-16,  cumulative  impacts  to  date  from  all 
sources  of  development  is  given  at  151,590  acres  of  deer  winter  range.  Add  the 
28,200  acres  indirectly  affected  by  the  1,200  new  wells  to  the  151,590  acres  and  the 
cumulative  disturbance  would  be  179,790  (undoubtedly  some  acres  are  double- 
counted).  The  federal  action  would  be  approximately  4%  of  the  cumulative  impact, 
regardless  of  whether  current  management  or  the  proposed  action  is  the  alternative 
selected. 

Potential  indirect  impacts  to  deer  and  elk  may  be  substantially  overstated.  The  1/8- 
and  1/2-mile  buffers  for  deer  and  elk,  respectively,  for  the  indirect  disturbance 
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zone  should  be  examined  more  closely.  The  DEIS  acknowledges  that  the  indirect 
impact  acreage  is  overstated  to  some  degree  as  some  road  buffers  overlap  but  then 
states  that  the  increased  density  of  roads  would  bring  about  a corresponding  decrease 
in  habitat  effectiveness  anyway.  This  statement  is  made  in  light  of  the  assertions  in 
Appendix  G that  the  mule  deer  and  elk  populations  in  region  4 do  not  fit  in  categories 
of  animals  that  will  likely  adapt  to  human  activity  combined  with  the  statement  that 
most  of  the  additional  activity  is  expected  to  be  in  zones  that  have  already  been 
impacted  to  paint  the  worst  possible  picture.  It  seems  that  if  one  were  to  take  the 
assertion  about  lack  of  adaptation  at  face  value  combined  with  the  proposed 
development  occurring  in  areas  that  have  already  been  impacted,  most  of  the  indirect 
impact  has  already  occurred  and  the  indirect  impact  acreage  is  overstated  to  a larger 
degree  than  implied.  This  discussion  needs  to  be  reorganized  and  the  elements  of  the 
analysis  tied  together  to  identify  how  much  the  indirect  impact  is  overstated.  Without 
the  background  maps  and  data,  it  cannot  be  determined  what  a reasonable  indirect 
impact  acreage  would  be. 

The  examples  I have  used  in  the  preceding  comments  apply  to  the  discussions  for  both 
deer  and  elk  and  the  other  alternatives  analyzed  in  the  DEIS.  I have  not  listed  each 
case  in  the  interest  of  brevity  and  clarity.  The  data  collection  effort  was  thorough  and 
there  appears  to  be  sufficient  information  for  the  DEIS  analysis.  However,  the  section 
needs  to  be  reorganized  and  rewritten  such  that  the  data,  the  analysis,  and  the 
conclusions  are  supportable,  consistent  and  clear  and  provide  readers  with  a basis  for 
understanding  and  comparing  impacts. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  assist  on  this  interesting  project.  Please  call  if  you 
have  any  additional  questions. 

Sincerely, 

TRC  Environmental  Corporation 


Craig  L.  Kling  / 

Operations  Manager/ Wildlife  Biologist 


CLKrggd 

24855\letters\zavadil 
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October  27,1998 


Mr.  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glen  wood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 
RE:  GSKA  Air  Quality  Impact  Analysis 
Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

Barrett  Resources  Corporation  has  been  developing  oil  and  gas  resources  in  Region  4 for  14  years 
and  currently  operates  400  of  the  700  wells  that  have  been  drilled  in  the  area.  Barrett  has 
conducted  approximately  80%  of  the  drilling  activity  over  the  last  five  years.  We  gather, 
compress,  and  process  nearly  all  of  the  gas  that  we  produce  and  are  very  familiar  with  emissions 
related  to  our  operations. 

Barrett  commented  on  the  Draft  SEIS  issued  in  June  1998  and  we  have  also  reviewed  the  protocol 
for  the  air  quality  impact  assessment  dated  October  5,  1998.  We  are  concerned  that  the 
assumptions  made  as  part  of  the  impact  analysis  overstate  the  emissions  associated  with  this 
development  and  that  the  predicted  impacts  will  also  be  exaggerated. 

We  understand  that  the  purpose  of  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  is  to  disclose  to  the 
public  the  potential  impacts  associated  with  development  on  public  lands.  The  assessment  is  to 
be  based  on  “reasonable  and  foreseeable”  assumptions  about  the  development.  We  believe  that 
the  assumed  level  of  compression  required  for  future  natural  gas  development,  and  the  associated 
emissions,  has  been  overstated  by  the  "reasonable  and  foreseeable”scenario”. 

First,  the  assessment  assumes  that  the  level  of  compression  will  be  directly  proportional  to  the 
total  number  of  wells  drilled.  In  fact,  the  amount  of  compression  is  proportional  to  the  rate  of  gas 
production.  It  does  not  matter  how  many  wells  the  compressor  is  servicing,  but  rather,  how  much 
gas  the  wells  are  producing. 

In  our  area  of  operation,  individual  well  production  declines  rapidly  after  production  is  initiated. 
Three  years  after  production  is  initiated,  the  rate  of  flow  is  approximately  25  percent  of  the  initial 
flow  rate.  The  annual  decline  rate  decreases  to  6 percent  a year  after  nine  years  then  stabilizes. 
At  twenty  five  years,  the  rate  of  flow  is  approximately  5 percent  of  the  initial  flow  rate. 
Eventually,  the  production  rate  declines  to  a point  that  the  cost  of  well  operation,  which  is  fixed, 
exceeds  the  revenue  generated  by  gas  sales  and  the  well  must  be  abandoned.  The  aggregate 
production  is  therefore  influenced  more  by  the  number  of  wells  that  are  "new"  and  still  relatively 
productive,  rather  than  by  the  total  number  of  wells.  The  number  of  new  wells  is  related  to  the 
drilling  rate. 
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Based  on  actual  production  history,  Barrett  estimates  that  it  requires  between  three  and  four  rigs 
operating  continuously  to  maintain  our  current  overall  rate  of  gas  production.  If  a four-rig 
activity  level  could  be  maintained  throughout  the  development  of  the  resource,  the  peak  gas 
production  rate  will  be  approximately  20  percent  greater  than  the  current  levels.  We  believe  a 
continuos  four-rig  program  is  conservative  and  therefore  project  a 20  percent  increase  in  the 
required  level  of  compression. 

Second,  the  factors  used  in  estimating  the  amount  of  emissions  associated  with  each  horsepower 
of  compression  required  are  overstated.  The  estimates  of  emissions  associated  with  currently 
installed  compressors  are  apparently  based  on  permit  limits  which  are  in  turn  based  on  full-time, 
fuii-power  operation,  in  practice,  compressors  are  not  operated  full-time  due  to  maintenance 
requirements,  and  do  not  operate  continuously  at  full  load.  Most  compressor  engines  also 
produce  fewer  emissions  per  horsepower  produced  when  operated  at  less  than  full  power.  That 
is,  at  full  load,  an  engine  may  produce  2 grams  of  NO*  emissions  for  every  horsepower/hour 
whereas  at  75  percent  load,  NO*  emissions  may  be  1 gram  per  horsepower/hour.  Conservatively, 
we  estimate  current  emissions  to  be  no  more  than  80  percent  of  the  permit  levels. 

Another  factor  that  will  offset  growth  in  compression  is  depletion  of  the  Wasatch  Production 
from  the  Wasatch  is  declining  now  and  production  will  be  insignificant  within  ten  years.  All 
Wasatch  production  is  currently  compressed  and  this  capacity  will  either  be  eliminated  or  will 
offset  growth  in  Mesa  Verde  compression  requirements. 

Barrett  would  support  assessment  of  emission  levels  that  are  20  percent  greater  than  current 
actual  levels.  In  effect  the  emissions  presented  as  “current”  in  the  analysis  are  equivalent  to  what 
Barrett  would  project  at  peak  production.  As  is,  we  do  not  believe  that  the  modeled  range  of 
conditions  is  inclusive  of  the  actual  emissions  to  be  realized. 

Barrett  objects  to  both  the  “High”  and  “Low”  emission  scenarios  included  in  the  analysis  at  the 
request  of  the  USDA  Forest  Service.  It  is  neither  reasonable  nor  foreseeable  to  forecast  that 
operators  would  remove  the  low  NO*  design  compressors  that  have  already  been  installed  and 
replace  them  with  high  emitting  units.  Nor  is  it  realistic  to  assume  that  operators  would  now 
begin  installing  high  emission  units.  Modern  low-emission  units  operate  more  economically  than 
less  sophisticated  designs.  In  addition,  the  effective  life  of  a compressor  is  20  years  or  more  and 
operators  are  not  likely  to  invest  in  units  that  will  be  obsolete  from  a regulatory  standpoint  in  the 
event  that  they  are  relocated.  These  factors  have  apparently  come  into  play  when  industry  has 
selected  compressors  in  the  recent  past.  Over  the  past  five  years,  every  compressor  installed  by 
Barrett  and  others  operating  in  the  area  has  been  of  a low  emission  design. 

Nor  is  the  "Low”  NO*  scenario  realistic.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  assume  that  existing  compressors 
would  be  replaced  with  1.5  gram  per  horsepower/hour  units.  The  availability  of  compressors  in 
the  required  capacity  ranges  that  are  able  to  achieve  1.5  gram/horsepower/hour  is  limited.  Such  a 
requirement  would  be  comparable  to  the  State  telling  consumers  that  they  must  sell  their  car, 
purchase  a new  one  and  the  new  one  must  be  a Honda  because  they  are  the  only  ones  able  to  meet 
a more  stringent  standard.  To  our  knowledge,  no  state  implementing  Best  Achievable  Control 
Technology  (BACT)  process  has  required  that  existing  compressors  be  removed  and  replaced 
solely  to  meet  BACT. 
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Mr.  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
October  27,  1998 
Page  Three  of  Three 

The  USDA  Forest  Service  “high”  and  “low”  emission  scenarios  appear  to  be  constructed  to 
demonstrate  the  necessity  of  additional  regulation  (BACT)  rather  than  disclosure  of  impacts  from 
oil  and  gas  development  in  this  area.  We  believe  it  is  irresponsible  to  use  the  SEIS  as  a forum  to 
influence  public  opinion  to  this  end.  The  impression  given  to  public,  who  is  likely  to  be 
uninformed  in  these  matters,  is  that  industry  is  either  unregulated  (“high”  NO,  case)  or  polluters 
for  not  having  done  more  (“low”  NO,  case). 

Barrett  fully  supports  public  disclosure  of  impacts  associated  with  reasonable  and  foreseeable 
development.  We  welcome  the  analysis  if  it  provides  a useful  tool  for  understanding  the  true 
impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development.  We  are  committed  to  mitigation  or  elimination  of  impacts 
that  are  found  to  be  significant.  We  believe  it  would  be  useful  to  open  a dialog  on  this  issue  and 
can  convene  a group  of  industry  representatives  to  better  quantify  expected  emissions. 


Sincerely, 


Duane  Zavadil 

Manager  of  Health,  Safety  and 
Environmental  Matters 


CC:  IPAMS 

COGA 
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Battlement  Mesa,  Colorado 
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81636 


(970)  285-9740 
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July  21,  1998 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attn:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  & Gas  Team  Leader 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 

Subject:  Draft  Supplemental 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Oil  & Gas  Leasing 

The  Battlement  Mesa  Service  Association  Oil  & Gas  Committee  would  like  to  compliment  you 
on  the  extent  of  detail  included  in  the  subject  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  and  the 
leadership  you  are  displaying  in  setting  standards  for  the  Oil  & Gas  Development. 

We  wish  to  make  the  following  comments: 

1 ) Visual  Corridors  - After  listening  to  several  presentations,  we  are  reasonably  convinced 
that  the  Industry,  with  your  guidance,  will  find  ways  to  disguise  well  sites  and  roads  to 
minimize  the  visual  scarring  of  the  landscape  such  as  the  two  areas  on  1-70  on  private 
land  North  and  East  of  Battlement  Mesa.  This  type  of  damage  is  unnecessary  and  effects 
visitors  on  1-70  and  the  permanent  residences.  The  wells  drilled  by  Department  of  Energy 
(DOE)  on  the  side  cliffs  is  an  example  of  disregard  for  the  basic  consideration  of  others, 
and  gives  credence  to  groups  that  oppose  an)'  drilling.  We  do  understand  we  will  see 
drilling  rigs  for  short  periods  of  time  during  the  site  development. 

2)  Reclamation  - Your  steps  for  interim  reclamation  to  revegatate  and  reduce  the  pad  site  is 
a great  step  forward  however,  we  feel  self  policing  will  need  bolstering  some  form  of 
independent  inspection.  Some  of  our  field  trips  have  disclosed  wide  variances  in  effort. 

A strong  commitment  to  reclamation  should  be  present  at  the  issuance  of  a well  permit, 
and  some  form  of  commitment  is  made  by  the  operator. 

3)  Directional  Drilling  - The  technology  is  increasing  every  day  and  should  be  a part  of  the 
decision  process  prior  to  permitting  a well,  especially  in  sensitive  view  corridors.  The 
proposed  Brown  Drill  sites  on  the  view  side  of  the  High  Mesa  may  be  an  excellent 
location  for  consideration. 
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We  would  hope  that  Tom  Brown’s  exploratory  drilling  would  be  accomplished  prior  to 
coming  over  the  front  of  the  mountain  to  drill  the  three  or  four  wells  visible  from 
Battlement  Mesa. 

Thank  you  for  your  efforts  to  help  educate  the  area  people  in  the  details  of  gas  development  on 
public  lands. 


Sincerely, 


Hank  Caldwell,  President 
Battlement  Mesa  Service  Association 


Welton  Francis,  Chairman 
Battlement  Mesa  Oil  & Gas  Committee 


cc:  Oil  & Gas  Committee  Members 

Rick  Griebling,  COGCC 
Russell  George,  Colorado  State  Representative 
Larry  McCowen,  Garfield  County  Commissioner 
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Colorado  Environmental  Coalition 


West  Slope  Office 


1000  N.  9th  Street  #29 
Grand  Junction,  CO  81501 


970-243-0002 
970-243-0413  fax 


petel@cecenviro.org 


Steve  Moore,  Oil  & Gas  Team  Leader 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 
Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

These  are  the  comments  from  the  Colorado  Environmental  Coalition  (CEC)  and  The  Wilderness 
Society  (TWS)  regarding  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  oil  & gas  leasing  and 
development  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  (SEIS).  We  are  very  concerned  about  a number  of 
factors  in  the  SEIS,  particularly  in  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative. 

While  we  agree  that  the  level  of  oil  & gas  activity  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  (GSRA) 
warrants  changes  in  management  from  that  outlined  in  the  1991  Colorado  Oil  & Gas  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (COGEIS),  neither  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative  nor  the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  in  the 
SEIS  go  far  enough  to  protect  important  resources.  Therefore  we  urge  that  BLM  first  strengthen  and  then 
adopt  a real  Maximum  Protection  Alternative.  Specifically  we  want  BLM  to: 

□ Prohibit  any  leasing  of  all  roadless  and  non-motorized  lands  with  no  allowable  exceptions; 

□ Require  No  Surface  Occupancy  within  riparian  and  adjacent  zones  (the  riparian  zone  and  500  adjacent 
feet  on  either  side)  with  no  allowable  exceptions; 

□ Require  No  Surface  Occupancy  on  soils  identified  as  highly  erosive  and  on  slopes  over  25  degrees  with 
no  allowable  exceptions; 

□ Immediately  inventory  all  undeveloped  lands  within  the  NOSR,  and  complete  a comprehensive  land  use 
plan  prior  to  any  leasing  of  the  undeveloped  portions,  including  the  undeveloped  portion  of  the 
Production  Area,  as  required  by  the  Federal  Lands  Policy  & Management  Act; 

□ Consult  with  the  Fish  & Wildlife  Service  regarding  all  threatened,  endangered,  sensitive  and  candidate 
species  prior  to  leasing  and  development  of  lands  within  the  Resource  Area; 

□ Require  No  Surface  Occupancy  on  all  areas  identified  as  biologically/botanically  rich,  such  as  seclusion 
areas,  waterfowl  areas,  crucial  habitat,  and  areas  with  likely  occurrence  of  rare  plants,  including  both 
developed  and  undeveloped  portions  of  the  NOSR  Production  Area. 

GENERAL  COMMENTS 

We  are  very  concerned  about  the  impact  of  oil  & gas  leasing  and  development  on  roadless  and  non- 
motorized  lands  and  other  special  areas,  including  lands  within  our  long-standing  and  widely  supported 
Conservationists’  Wilderness  Proposal  (January  1994),  King  Mountain  and  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve. 

In  addition,  CEC  and  TWS  are  concerned  about  likely  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife — including 
threatened,  endangered  and  sensitive  species — which  are  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  SEIS;  about 
inadequate  protective  stipulations  in  riparian  and  adjacent  zones;  and  impacts  of  oil  & gas  development  in 
areas  identified  as  containing  highly  erosive  soils. 

Further,  we  believe  that  the  BLM  Area  Manager’s  comments  that  no  public  hearings  were  held  in 
Eagle  County  on  proposed  changes  because  there  is  “zero,  zilcho,  zippo  public  interest  in  oil  & gas 
development  in  Eagle  County”  is  obviously  false  (Vail  Daily  Press,  9/14/98).  This  statement  contrasts  with 
the  very  words  of  the  SEIS  which  notes:  “Public  interest  in  oil  & gas  development  has  increased  dramatically” 
(pi -9).  Certainly  BLM  is  aware  that  many  residents  of  Eagle  County  are  in  fact  quite  concerned  about  the 
changes  proposed  in  the  SEIS,  particularly  in  regards  to  King  Mountain  and  Castle  Peak.  Failing  to 
recognize  this  is  a dereliction  of  duty  on  the  part  of  BLM  and  contrary  to  the  intent  of  the  National 
Environmental  Protection  Act  (NEPA). 
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In  general,  BLM  should  review — on  a comprehensive  basis — roadless  and  non-motorized  lands 
throughout  the  Resource  Area  to  adequately  assess  cumulative  impacts  prior  to  leasing.  Impacts  should  be 
assessed  programmatically  for  wilderness  characteristics,  non-motorized  recreation,  threatened,  sensitive 
and  endangered  species,  and  water  and  air  quality. 

According  to  NEPA,  BLM  should  conduct  an  analysis  of  impacts  prior  to  changing  management 
plans — for  instance,  the  change  in  allowable  motorized  activity  within  the  King  Mountain  area  should  require 
a comprehensive  analysis  of  impacts  and  requisite  public  input. 

To  wait  for  “whenever  an  action  is  proposed  which  might  have  irreversible  or  irretrievable  impacts 
within  the  conservationists’  proposed  wilderness  areas”  before  reviewing  roadless  lands  for  wilderness 
characteristics  is  precisely  what  led  to  the  current  controversy  surrounding  the  roadless  review. 

BLM  should  inventory  all  roadless  lands  within  the  Resource  Area  prior  to  changing  leasing 
availability  and  stipulations.  To  do  otherwise  creates  the  impression  that  offering  leases  is  an  obligation  on 
the  part  of  BLM,  and  is  likely  to  result  in  lawsuits  similar  to  the  Marathon  Oil  suit  over  the  Vermillion  Basin 
roadless  area. 

ROADLESS  & NON-MOTORIZED  LANDS 

BLM  should  review  roadless  and  non-motorized  lands  within  the  Resource  Area  prior  to  leasing  to 
accurately  inventory  ecological  values,  including  wilderness,  wildlife  habitat,  non-motorized  recreation,  and 
threatened,  sensitive  and  endangered  species. 

CEC  is  deeply  concerned  about  exceptions  granted  for  oil  & gas  development  within  roadless  and 
special  recreation  areas  that  allow — even  under  the  so-called  Maximum  Protection  Alternative — such 
development  to  occur  along  “existing  roads”  and  in  areas  which  are  “already  roaded”  (pF-4).  NO  LEASING 
OR  DEVELOPMENT  SHOULD  BE  ALLOWED  WITHIN  OR  ADJACENT  TO  ROADLESS  AND  NON- 
MOTORIZED  AREAS. 

The  proposed  changes  in  leasing  within  the  King  Mountain  area  are  likewise  egregious  and  result  in 
a weakening  of  current  protective  stipulations.  Removing  stipulations  and  allowing  new  development  in  the 
waterfowl  area,  changing  the  allowable  motorized  uses  in  the  area  to  include  oil  & gas  development,  and 
allowing  surface  occupancy  within  the  area  are  all  an  affront  to  the  nationally  recognized  recreational  and 
wildlife  values  of  King  Mountain. 

Public  support  is  clearly  in  favor  of  maintaining  roadless  characteristics  on  public  lands.  These  areas 
should  be  kept  roadless  and  should  be  inventoried  for  wilderness  characteristics  prior  to  any  changes  in 
leasing  availability  or  oil  & gas  management,  not  simply  once  conflict  arises.  It  seems  logical  that  the  time  to 
address  these  likely  conflicts  is  now — during  preparation  of  the  SEIS — rather  than  once  conflicts  arise.  In 
both  the  King  Mountain  and  Castle  Peak  areas,  BLM’s  failure  to  not  contact  known  and  long-time  activists 
and  interested  parties  in  Eagle  County  regarding  proposed  changes  in  management  seems  contrary  to  the 
intent  of  NEPA. 

BLM  should  adopt  a strengthened  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  that  prohibits  all  future  leasing  in 
all  current  WSAs.  This  includes  Wilderness  Study  Area  lands  not  recommended  for  wilderness  by  BLM. 
These  areas  contain  unique  and  important  habitat,  critical  wetlands,  and  increasingly  popular  recreational 
opportunities.  These  existing  and  emerging  values  are  incompatible  with  oil  & gas  leasing  and  development. 

All  indications — from  the  US  Senate  hearing  in  Grand  Junction,  public  opinion  polls  and  public 
comments — indicate  that  the  public  wants  roadless  lands  preserved.  It  is  incumbent  that  BLM  respect  the 
wishes  of  the  American  people — not  simply  capitulate  to  the  demands  of  the  oil  & gas  industry — and  protect 
the  few  roadless  lands  which  remain  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  Most  of  the  Resource  Area 
will  still  remain  open  to  oil  & gas  leasing.  It  is  simply  not  a good  use — nor  in  keeping  with  the  public's  clear 
wishes — to  open  the  Resource  Area’s  rare  roadless  lands  to  oil  & gas  development. 
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NAVAL  OIL  SHALE  RESERVE 

In  compliance  with  the  Federal  Lands  Policy  & Management  Act  (FLPMA),  BLM  is  required  to 
inventory  undeveloped  portions  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve  (NOSR)  and  develop  a comprehensive  land 
use  plan  prior  to  leasing.  While  the  law,  which  transferred  NOSR  to  BLM,  requires  leasing  of  developed 
lands  within  one  year,  leasing  should  be  limited  to  only  this  portion  of  the  Production  Area.  The  50%  of  the 
NOSR  Production  Area  lands  proposed  for  leasing  which  are  undeveloped  must  be  inventoried  pnor  to 
leasing. 


The  lawful  sequence  of  events  would  be  for  BLM  to  inventory  agency  lands  first,  compile  a 
comprehensive  land  use  plan  second,  and  then,  and  only  then,  make  decisions  about  particular  uses. 
Although  the  SEIS  admits  that  a portion  of  the  Production  Area  potentially  meets  the  roadless  criteria  (p4- 
42),  no  roadless  review  will  be  conducted  at  this  time.  How  BLM  purports  to  protect  values  it  has  not  yet 
inventoried  or  planned  for  is  anyone's  guess,  and  certainly  not  in  compliance  with  the  procedures  spelled  out 
in  FLPMA. 

The  Proposed  Action  Alternative  regarding  NOSR  clearly  violates  FLPMA  requirements  that  BLM 
maintain  a continuing  inventory  of  agency  lands  to  identify  existing  and  emerging  values  (FLPMA  Sec.  201 
43  USC  1711).  The  purpose  of  this  inventory  is  to  assist  in  land  use  planning  (FLPMA  Sec.  202,  43  USC 
1712).  According  to  FLPMA,  BLM  is  required  to  inventory  agency  lands  for  all  values  prior  to  making  land 
use  plans,  and  account  for  the  range  of  multiple  uses,  including  wilderness  (FLPMA  Sec.  603(a),  43  USC 
1 782).  Accordingly,  BLM  should  comprehensively  inventory  these  lands  for  all  values  and  plan  for  a|l  uses, 
not  just  plan  for  oil  & gas  development  now,  and  then  inventory  and  plan  for  other  uses  at  some  later,  non- 
specified  date. 

The  SEIS  states  that  “most  of  the  anticipated  future  development  in  the  NOSR  Production  Area 
would  occur  in  the  general  vicinity  of  the  area  already  developed”  and  that  “little  impact  to  roadless  areas  are 
expected”  so,  therefore,  a roadless  review  is  not  needed  (p4-42).  However,  projections  for  the  amount  of  oil 
& gas  development  in  the  1991  Colorado  Oil  & Gas  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (COGEIS)  were  grossly 
underestimated  by  BLM.  Therefore,  we  have  little  faith  in  BLM’s  ability  to  adequately  protect  natural 
resources  relying  simply  upon  what  it  imagines  to  be  “anticipated  development.”  It  is  imperative  that  BLM 
fulfill  its  legal  obligation  and  inventory  & evaluate  for  wilderness  qualities  BEFORE  irretrievably  committing 
these  resources  to  oil  & gas  development. 

WILDLIFE  & PLANTS 

BLM  fails  to  adequately  address  cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife  and  plant  communities  in  the  SEIS, 
and  apparently  has  no  plans  to  do  so.  Throughout  the  SEIS  BLM  readily  admits  that  little  information  has 
been  collected  and  few  inventories  done  to  asses  such  values  throughout  the  Resource  Area.  The  purpose 
of  the  SEIS  is — allegedly — to  correct  mistakes  and  errors  in  judgements  from  the  COGEIS.  BLM  should 
want  to  get  this  one  right. 

Given  the  many  unique  and  valuable  wildlife  and  plant  resources  within  the  Resource  Area — 
including  an  unusually  rich  diversity  within  the  NOSR — BLM  should  complete  a comprehensive  survey  of 
biologic  and  botanical  values  prior  to  making  oil  & gas  decisions.  Failure  to  do  so  simply  invijes  yet  another 
shortsighted  and  inaccurate  process  and  a third  revisiting  of  this  process.  Such  sloppiness  resulted  in  the 
need  for  a Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  in  the  first  place.  This  time  BLM  should  be 
compelled  to  adequately  plan  for  future  impacts  of  development  through  completing  a detailed  study  of  the 
actual  values  within  the  Resource  Area,  not  simply  guess  what  those  values  may  be. 

Although  many  areas  within  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  are  identified  as  critical  habitat  for 
candidate,  sensitive,  endangered  and  threatened  species,  BLM  fails  to  sufficiently  account  for  the  impact  of 
habitat  degradation  in  these  areas  due  to  increased  oil  & gas  activity  throughout  the  Resource  Area.  Rather 
BLM  admits,  “as  a result  of  [past  oil  & gas]  development  activity,  the  importance  of  those  habitats  not  yet 
impacted  has  increased”  (p3-6)  and  then  methodically  outlines  plans  for  the  further  degradation  of  these 
admittedly  important  areas. 
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For  instance,  the  SEIS  acknowledges  a great  abundance  and  variety  of  animal  and  plant  life  within 
NOSR,  including  numerous  sensitive  species,  and  cites  a Colorado  Natural  Heritage  Program  1997  report 
which  states:  “For  the  relatively  small  size  of  the  geographic  area,  the  NOSR  is  extremely  species  rich. 

There  are  only  three  areas  of  similar  size  in  Colorado  that  contain  such  a richness  of  rare  species.  . . 
Although  the  NOSR  is  clearly  of  comparable  biological  significance,  it  is  the  only  area  of  the  four  that  does 
not  enjoy  protective  status”  (p3-25). 

And  yet  BLM  concludes  that  no  inventory  of  these  values  is  necessary  prior  to  opening  these  lands 
for  oil  & gas  leasing.  This  compulsion  to  open  areas  for  oil  & gas  development  now,  and  plan  for 
management  of  other  values  later,  is  in  direct  contradiction  to  agency  policy,  cited  eariier  in  the  SEIS.  This 
policy  mandates  that  BLM  “carry  out  management  consistent  with  the  principles  of  multiple  use,  for  the 
conservation  of  candidate  species  and  their  habitats  and  to  ensure  that  actions  authorized,  funded  or  carried 
out  do  not  contribute  to  the  need  to  list  any  of  these  species  as  T/E”  (p3-18;  BLM  Manual  6840,  1988). 

How  BLM  can  carry  out  this  mandate  in  an  area  known  to  be  unusually  rich  in  rare  species,  prior  to 
conducting  a comprehensive  inventory  and  analysis  is  beyond  reason.  The  drive  of  BLM  to  open  these 
areas  for  oil  & gas  development  prior  to  such  an  inventory  constitutes  the  BLM  managing  these  areas  for  a 
single  use  (oil  & gas)  in  flagrant  disregard  for  other  values,  and  in  contradiction  to  the  Resource 
Management  Ran  (RMP)  which  dictates  that  BLM  develop  oil  & gas  resources  “using  balanced  multiple-use 
management”  (pi -8). 

Although  some  areas  within  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  include  likely  habitat  for  the 
Canada  Lynx,  BLM  fails  to  even  mention  this  listed  species  in  its  accounts  of  endangered  and  threatened 
species.  According  to  information  from  the  Forest  Service  and  Fish  & Wildlife  Service  known  lynx  risk  factors 
include  road  construction  and  mining  (i.e.  oil  & gas  development)  under  both  habitat  factors  and 
disturbance/displacement. 

BLM  should  consult  with  the  Fish  & Wildlife  Service  prior  to  leasing  to  adequately  plan  for  oil  & gas 
development  within  the  Resource  Area.  Instead  BLM's  proposal  is  to  measure  impacts  on  rare  species  as 
an  afterthought  once  an  application  is  filed.  Waiting  to  evaluate  impacts  once  there  is  already  an  application 
to  drill,  and  to  evaluate  impacts  only  for  each  proposed  drill  site,  will  lead  to  further  fragmentation  and  loss  of 
habitat.  BLM  should  conduct  a comprehensive  analysis  of  impacts  to  wildlife  prior  to  implementing  leasing 
and  development  plans  for  the  Resource  Area. 

RIPARIAN  ZONES 

Riparian  zones  and  adjacent  areas,  particularly  rare  in  the  arid  west,  provide  critical  habitat.  The 
SEIS  states  “Although  riparian  areas  typically  comprise  less  than  one  percent  of  the  area  in  the  arid  western 
United  States,  they  are  among  the  most  productive  and  valuable  of  all  lands”  (p3-4),  and  that  75%  of 
Colorado’s  wildlife  depend  on  riparian  areas  (SEIS,  p 3-4). 

The  Proposed  Action  Alternative  would  allow  oil  & gas  development  within  500  feet  of  riparian  zones 
and  even  within  the  riparian  vegetation  itself  if  the  Authorizing  Officer  (AO)  thought,  “any  riparian  vegetation 
lost  can  be  replaced  within  3-5  years”  (SEIS,  p4-8).  Elsewhere  in  the  SEIS  BLM  acknowledges  that 
vegetation  can  be  replaced  “ within  3-5  years  after  disturbance;  however,  restoring  to  productive  wildlife 
habitat  could  take  up  to  20  years”  (p4-9). 

The  SEIS  acknowledges  that  under  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative,  oil  & gas  development  would 
result  in  “unavoidable  loss  of  important  riparian  habitat”  (SEIS,  p4-8)  while  noting  earlier  that  already  over 
half  these  areas  in  Region  4 have  “already  been  lost  or  their  functions  and  values  diminished”  (p4-6).  BLM 
admits  that  oil  & gas  development  will  further  degrade  these  areas  but  acknowledges  that  adopting  the  more 
stringent  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  would  have  “limited  impact  on  overall  oil  and  gas  development” 
(p4-7).  If  allowing  riparian  degradation  will  negatively  impact  known  ecological  values  and  have  only  limited 
impact  on  oii  & gas  production,  why  on  earth  would  BLM  not  adopt  the  more  ecologically  sound  alternative7 
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This  willingness  to  sacrifice  admittedly  rare  and  critical  areas,  seems  strange  given  that  BLM  notes 
the  grave  importance  of  protecting  these  areas,  ‘The  cumulative  impacts  to  these  important  areas  suggests 
the  need  to  minimize  additional  impacts  to  already  affected  riparian  areas  and  to  protect  those  areas  still 
generally  undisturbed”  (pviii).  Although  BLM  admits  the  great  importance  of  these  areas  and  admits  that 
nearly  half  have  already  been  noticeably  degraded,  BLM  seems  willing  to  sacrifice  the  other  half  of  these 
areas  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  oil  & gas  industry  and  to  the  detriment  of  wildlife,  sportsmen  and  other 
recreationists. 

EROSIVE  SOILS 

Shales  and  other  highly  erosive  soils  are  common  throughout  the  Resource  Area.  BLM  should 
protect  the  integrity  of  these  areas  through  strengthening  and  adopting  the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative 
and  stipulating  No  Surface  Occupancy  on  all  soils  identified  as  highly  erosive  and  on  slopes  greater  than  25 
degrees.  The  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  should  allow  for  no  exceptions  in  protecting  vulnerable  soils. 

CONCLUSION 

BLM  should  strengthen  and  adopt  a Maximum  Protection  Alternative  that  would: 

□ Prohibit  any  leasing  of  all  roadless  and  non-motorized  lands  with  no  allowable  exceptions; 

□ Require  No  Surface  Occupancy  within  riparian  and  adjacent  zones  (the  riparian  zone  and  500  adjacent 
feet  on  either  side)  with  no  allowable  exceptions; 

□ Require  No  Surface  Occupancy  on  soils  identified  as  highly  erosive  and  on  slopes  over  25  degrees  with 
no  allowable  exceptions; 

□ Immediately  inventory  all  undeveloped  lands  within  the  NOSR,  and  complete  a comprehensive  land  use 
plan  prior  to  any  leasing  of  the  undeveloped  portions,  including  the  undeveloped  portion  of  the 
Production  Area,  as  required  by  the  Federal  Lands  Policy  & Management  Act; 

□ Consult  with  the  Fish  & Wildlife  Service  regarding  all  threatened,  endangered,  sensitive  and  candidate 
species  prior  to  leasing  and  development  of  lands  within  the  Resource  Area; 

□ Require  No  Surface  Occupancy  on  all  areas  identified  as  biologically/botanically  rich,  such  as  seclusion 
areas,  waterfowl  areas,  crucial  habitat,  and  areas  with  likely  occurrence  of  rare  plants,  including  both 
developed  and  undeveloped  portions  of  the  NOSR  Production  Area. 

Furthermore,  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  should  carefully  look  at  cumulative 
impacts  on  wildlife  of  oil  & gas  development  together  with  the  other  impacts  already  occurring  within  the 
Resource  Area — on  both  public  and  private  lands.  The  FEIS  should  address  the  impacts  of  oil  & gas 
development  on  habitat  for  Canada  Lynx,  a federally  listed  threatened  species. 

BLM  should  look  at  overall  and  cumulative  impacts  during  this  planning  phase,  not  just  impacts  at 
each  separate  location  at  the  time  of  drilling.  The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  should  include  a 
real  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  which  takes  into  account  the  above  considerations,  and  BLM  should 
adopt  this  alternative  as  the  preferred  action. 


/ The  Wilderness  Society  Four  Comers  Office 

/ 7475  Dakin  #410 

Denver,  CO  80221 

CC:  Ted  Zukoski,  LAW  Fund 

Ann  Morgan,  State  BLM  Director 
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November  20,  1998 


Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

These  comments  are  an  addendum  to  the  comments  submitted  by  Colorado 
Environmental  Coalition  and  The  Wilderness  Society  on  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
Oil  and  Gas  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS).  Our  original  comments, 
and  these  additional  comments,  should  both  be  included  as  input  into  this  document. 

Land  managers  often  say  that  wilderness  is  not  the  only  option  an  agency  has  to  protect 
sensitive  lands.  This  argument  continues  that  flexibility — rather  than  strict  management — offers 
better  avenues  for  balanced  land  protection  than  wilderness.  However,  it  is  precisely 
documents  such  as  this  SEIS  that  concern  conservationists.  The  vague  language  found  in  the 
SEIS  does  not  provide  an  adequate  level  of  protection  for  the  valuable  and  rare  roadless  and 
non-motorized  lands  in  the  Resource  Area.  The  vague  nature  of  where,  when  and  through  what 
process  roadless  and  non-motorized  lands  will  be  made  available  for  leasing  gives  ample 
evidence  of  why  conservationists  remain  skeptical  about  agency  ability  to  manage  these  lands 
with  “flexible  tools.’  It  is  past  agency  action  and  poor  documents  such  as  this  SEIS  that  cause 
conservationists  to  continually  demand  that  the  agency  protect  roadless  lands  with  the  strongest 
means  possible. 

ALTERNATIVES  PRESENTED  IN  SEIS  ARE  TOO  NARROW 

Prior  to  opening  up  roadless  and  non-motorized  lands  to  oil  and  gas  development, 

GSRA  should  prepare  a separate  EIS  which  adequately  addresses  impacts  to  these  specific 
and  unique  areas  and  which  presents  a reasonable  range  of  alternatives,  including  the 
alternative  to  close  certain  specific  areas  to  oil  and  gas  development.  According  to  NEPA,  BLM 
must  prepare  an  EIS  which  fairly  evaluates  alternatives  prior  to  approving  actions  which  may 
irretrievably  commit  resources  to  development.  However,  the  SEIS  does  not  address  any  site 
specific  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  roadless  and  non-motorized  lands.  What  natural 
values  are  present  in  the  area?  How  will  sensitive  species  be  impacted?  How  will  opportunities 
for  non-motorized  recreation  be  impacted?  Nor  does  the  SEIS  mention  any  specific 
management  tools  or  goals  for  oil  and  gas  development  within  these  special  areas.  Will  there 
be  seasonal  closures?  How  far  from  an  “existing  road”  will  development  be  allowed? 

NEPA  requires  that  federal  agencies  complete  an  EIS  when  planning  a major  action  that 
may  have  a significant  effect  on  the  quality  of  the  human  environment  (42  U.S.C.  § 4332). 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  define  “major  federal  action”  to  include 
“actions  with  effects  which  may  be  major”  (40  C.F.R.  § 1508.18,  emphasis  added).  Therefore, 
before  deciding  to  allow  new  oil  and  gas  development  within  non-motorized  and  roadless  lands. 
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BLM  should  prepare  a separate  EIS  which  adequately  addresses  site-specific  impacts  and 
which  also  includes  an  analysis  of  likely  cumulative  impacts  on  the  important,  and  popularly 
supported,  roadless  and  non-motorized  resources  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area. 

When  reviewing  which  alternatives  would  be  considered  in  the  SEIS,  the  BLM 
discounted  three  alternatives:  Maximum  Production,  No  Leasing,  and  No  Action.  According  to 
BLM,  the  No  Leasing  alternative  means  any  consideration  of  closing  any  lands  within  the 
Resource  Area  to  oil  and  gas  development.  If  the  agency  were  to  consider  alternatives  in  a 
balanced  manner,  the  two  extremes  would  be  Maximum  Production  and  No  Leasing  Anywhere. 
However,  in  arranging  the  alternatives  as  they  are  in  the  SEIS,  the  agency  once  again 
demonstrates  its  priority:  oil  and  gas  development  over  all  else.  We  are  not  asking  that  BLM 
consider  closing  the  entire  Resource  Area  to  leasing,  only  that  they  consider  closing  certain, 
specific  roadless  and  non-motorized  lands,  namely  within  the  Special  Recreation  Management 
Areas  (SRMAs)  as  outlined  in  the  document.  Rather  than  immediately  discount  even  these  few 
closures,  BLM  should  reconsider  closing  these  few  recognized  special  areas  to  development. 
This  is  clearly  what  the  public  has  repeatedly  demanded. 

The  SEIS  does  not  provide  adequate  protection  for  roadless  and  non-motorized  lands. 
The  language  in  the  SEIS  is  remarkably  vague.  Permitting  exceptions  to  the  No  Surface 
Occupancy  stipulation  within  non-motorized  and  roadless  lands  is  clearly  unacceptable.  These 
lands  have  been  set  aside  as  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas  in  recognition  of  their 
unique  natural  qualities.  Without  sufficient  information  or  analysis,  there  is  little  evidence 
provided  to  conclude  that  oil  and  gas  development  will  not  result  in  significant  impacts  or  undue 
and  unnecessary  degradation  to  the  roadless,  non-motorized  and  natural  values  of  these 
special  areas.  BLM  is  required  to  provide  sufficient  analysis  in  this  document  to  support  the 
Proposed  Action.  But  that  analysis  is  sorely  lacking. 

BLM  staff  are  unable  to  answer  some  very  basic  questions  about  what  activities  and 
impacts  allowing  development  within  non-motorized  and  roadless  lands  would  entail.  How  far  off 
of  existing  roads  could  wells  be  sited?  Once  a “way”  is  maintained  does  it  become  a “road”  and 
thus  open  for  oil  and  gas  development?  Would  there  be  seasonal  closures  affecting  leasing 
and  development  in  the  area?  What  protective  stipulations  would  be  in  place  to  protect  habitat? 
No  where  does  the  SEIS  outline  how  oil  and  gas  development  in  these  sensitive  areas  would 
proceed,  only  that  “Existing  roads  in  these  areas  may  be  used  for  oil  and  gas  drilling  and 
maintenance  operations”  (GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Draft  SEIS,  June  1998  p F-7).  Clearly  federal  law 
requires  that  BLM  provide  more  detailed  information  and  analysis  prior  to  making  any  decision 
about  allowing  oil  and  gas  development  in  these  areas. 

SIGNIFICANT  NEW  INFORMATION  IS  NOT  CONSIDERED  IN  SEIS 

The  latest  roadless  area  review  by  the  BLM  constitutes  "significant  new  information" 
about  the  Castle  Peak  area,  and  renders  any  reliance  on  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (FEIS)  inapplicable.  In  addition,  the  1994  release  of  the  CWP  also  constitutes 
significant  new  information  as  recognized  by  the  Acting  State  Director  of  BLM  (Robert  Abbey)  in 
his  May  19,  1997  memo:  “The  [CWP]  includes  maps  and  descriptions  of  each  of  its  areas.  In 
light  of  this  information  and  evolving  changes  in  public  land  use  patterns  and  on  the  ground 
conditions,  CEC’s  presentation  raises  legitimate  issues...”  (Instruction  Memorandum  No.  CO- 
97-044,  pi). 

Given  this  new  information  (from  public  comment,  the  roadless  review  and  the  CWP,  as 
well  as  the  Castle  Peak  Travel  Plan)  which  has  come  to  light  since  completion  of  the  FEIS,  BLM 
is  required  to  prepare  a new  Environmental  Impact  Statement  which  addresses  this  new 
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information.  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  regulations  implementing  NEPA  require 
agencies  to  prepare  a supplement  to  a draft  or  final  EIS  when  there  are  "significant  new 
circumstances  or  information  relevant  to  environmental  concerns  and  bearing  on  the  proposed 
action  or  its  impacts."  (40  C.F.R.  § 1502.9(c)(1)(ii)).  Supplementation  is  required  "so  that  the 
agency  has  the  best  possible  information  to  make  any  necessary  substantive  changes  in  its 
decision  regarding  the  proposal"  (same,  emphasis  added). 

The  SEIS  which  the  agency  prepared,  however,  is  clearly  inadequate.  Nowhere  does  the 
SEIS  discuss  this  new  information  or  discuss  methods  to  mitigate  impacts  to  roadless  and  non- 
motorized  resources.  Nor  does  it  specify  how  leasing  and  development  will  proceed  on  these 
sensitive  lands,  or  even  describe  any  of  the  unique  features  found  on  these  roadless  lands. 
Clearly  the  SEIS  does  not  contain  sufficient  information  to  support  the  Proposed  Action  allowing 
these  lands  to  be  open  for  oil  and  gas  development. 

The  U.S.  Supreme  Court  validated  the  CEQ  regulations  in  1989,  holding  that 
supplemental  environmental  review  must  be  performed  when:  there  remains  "major  federal 
action"  to  occur,  and  the  new  information  is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  remaining  action  will 
"affect  the  quality  of  the  human  environment"  in  a significant  manner  or  to  a significant  extent 
not  already  considered  ....  (see  Marsh  v.  Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council.  490  U.S.  360,  374 
(1989)).  The  Marsh  opinion  confirms  that  an  agency's  duty  to  comply  with  NEPA  is  therefore 
ongoing:  "NEPA  does  require  that  agencies  take  a 'hard  look'  at  the  environmental  effects  of 
their  planned  action,  even  after  a proposal  has  received  initial  approval."  (same,  emphasis 
added).  In  support  of  its  holding,  the  Supreme  Court  reasoned:  “It  would  be  incongruous  with 
this  approach  to  environmental  protection,  and  with  [NEPA's]  manifest  concern  with  preventing 
uninformed  action,  for  the  blinders  to  adverse  environmental  effects,  once  unequivocally 
removed,  to  be  restored  prior  to  the  completion  of  agency  action  simply  because  the  relevant 
proposal  has  received  initial  approval”  (same,  at  371).  Thus,  where  an  agency  has  made  its 
original  decision,  its  NEPA  obligations  to  take  a "hard  look"  do  not  end  (see  Headwaters.  Inc,  v. 
BUM,  914  F.2d  1174, 1176-77-9th  Cir.  1990).  Given  the  significant  new  information,  simply 
relying  on  the  original  FEIS  is  not  enough.  BLM  should  undertake  an  analysis  which  critically 
looks  at  the  earlier — and  clearly  outdated — decision  to  open  the  entire  Resource  Area  (except 
WSAs)  to  oil  and  gas  development. 

Courts  have  ruled  that  an  agency  must  make  a "reasoned  evaluation,"  which  is  reflected 
in  the  record,  of  the  new  information  in  order  to  escape  issuance  of  an  injunction  (see,  e.q., 
Seattle  Audubon  Soc'v  v.  Espy.  998  F.2d  699,  704  - 705-9th  Cir.  1993,  finding  that  USFS's  EIS 
was  based  upon  stale  scientific  evidence  requiring  re-examination  of  chosen  alternative; 

Portland  Audubon  Soc'v  v.  Babbitt.  998  F.2d  705,  708-9th  Cir.  1993,  finding  “a  supplemental 
EIS  should  have  been  prepared  because  the  scientific  evidence  available  to  the  Secretary  in 
1 987  raised  significant  new  information  relevant  to  environmental  concerns;”  Leavenworth 
Audubon  v.  Ferraro,  881  F.Supp.  1482,  1492-W.D.  Wash.  1995,  finding  "as  with  any  new 
scientific  information,  the  Forest  Service  must  make  a reasoned  evaluation  of  the  significance  - 
or  lack  of  significance  - of  the  new  scientific  information"). 

Given  that  the  most  recent  roadless  review,  including  information  received  during  and 
subsequent  to  the  public  comment  period,  constitute  significant  new  information,  BLM  should 
prepare  an  analysis  which  accounts  for  this  new  information  and  which  looks  specifically  at  the 
impacts  of  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  on  non-motorized  and  roadless  lands  within  the 
Resource  Area. 
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The  value  of  these  special  lands  are  increasing.  These  few  roadless  and  non-motorized 
lands  provide  a tremendous  source  of  back-country  recreation,  premier  hunting  opportunities, 
and  unique  and  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude.  In  addition,  as  private  lands  in  the 
Resource  Area  are  developed,  these  lands  become  ever  more  critical  for  wildlife. 

The  intent  of  the  SEIS  seems  clear:  develop  lands  whenever  possible  for  oil  and  gas  and 
fit  whatever  other  values  exist  in  the  Resource  Area  around  this  development.  Given  the 
significant  new  information  which  the  Resource  Area  now  possesses,  it  seems  prudent  that 
BLM  reconsider  the  obvious  and  sensible  alternative  of  closing  certain  specific  lands  within  the 
Resource  Area  to  oil  and  gas  development.  If  BLM  is  intent  on  proceeding  with  allowing  oil  and 
gas  development  on  these  roadless  and  non-motorized  lands,  the  agency  must  prepare  an 
additional  SEIS  which  takes  into  account  this  significant  new  information  and  which  looks 
specifically  at  these  unique  areas  and  what  impacts  the  Proposed  Action  (and  a full  range  of 
alternatives)  would  have. 

PUBLIC  SUPPORT  FOR  ROAPLESS/NON-MOTORtZEP  LANDS 

Time  and  again  the  public  has  demanded  that  Colorado’s  BLM  roadless  lands  be 
protected  to  preserve  their  wilderness  character.  Public  input  and  support — such  as  letters 
received  during  and  after  the  comment  period  on  the  roadless  review,  attendance  at  the  Grand 
Junction  US  Senate  hearing,  and  attendance  at  the  GSRA  open  house  on  November  4 — all 
clearly  demonstrate  tremendous  public  will  that  these  lands  be  protected.  No  one  stood  up  at 
the  open  house  and  asked  that  BLM  open  roadless  and  non-motorized  lands  to  oil  and  gas 
development.  And  yet  this  is  exactly  what  BLM  plans  to  do. 

According  to  the  Castle  Peak  Area  Travel  Management  Plan,  BLM  recognizes  the 
growing  public  support  for  these  SMRAs  and  notes  that  “[g]rowing  recreational  use  in  the  area 
is  expected  to  continue...”  (Castle  Peak  Area  Visitor  Guide  and  Travel  Map,  9/97).  The 
already  strong  and  growing  support  to  keep  these  areas  in  their  natural,  non-motorized  state 
should  compel  the  agency  to  give  these  lands  special  consideration.  Accordingly  BLM  really 
should  reconsider  the  decision  of  the  FEIS  to  make  the  entire  Resource  Area  available  for 
leasing,  and  consider  closing  these  few  special  areas  to  oil  and  gas  development  altogether. 

CONCLUSION 

BLM  should  reconsider  its  reluctance  to  present  a true  range  of  alternatives  in  the  SEIS. 
A sound  document  would  consider  the  obvious  and  reasonable  alternative  of  closing  some 
lands  to  oil  and  gas  development.  Given  the  many  sources  of  significant  new  information,  BLM 
should  reexamine  its  policy  toward  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area,  which  is  currently  to  make  the  entire  Resource  Area  (except  for  WSAs)  open  to  oil  and 
gas  development. 

The  Draft  SEIS  is  clearly  the  perfect  opportunity  to  examine  the  benefits  and  impacts  of 
closing  these  few,  special  and  popular  areas  to  oil  and  gas  development.  Failure  to  reconsider 
the  earlier  decision  to  make  the  entire  Resource  Area  (except  WSAs)  available  to  oil  and  gas 
development  ignores  significant  new  information  about  the  importance  of  these  lands,  and  of  the 
tremendous  popular  support  for  keeping  these  lands  in  their  natural  state,  roadless  and  non- 
motorized.  Given  this  wealth  of  significant  new  information,  failure  to  reconsider  the  decision 
from  the  FEIS  violates  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA). 

BLM  should  embrace  a more  balanced  approach  to  management  and  demonstrate  their 
willingness  to  manage  for  a range  of  values.  Multipie-use  clearly  does  not  require  that  all  lands 
be  open  for  all  uses,  which  would — in  the  case  of  oil  and  gas  development — preclude  these 
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areas  from  less  intrusive  uses.  Roadless  and  non-motorized  lands  are  a rare  resource  in  the 
area.  Although  BLM  has  classified  these  areas  as  Special  Recreation  Management  Areas  they 
seem  reluctant  to  manage  them  accordingly.  Oil  and  gas  development  simply  does  not  belong 
in  these  areas. 


CC:  Ted  Zukoski,  LAW  Fund 

Ann  Morgan,  BLM  State  Director 
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September  11,  1998  M 

Mr.  Steve  Moore 

BLM  GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  SEIS 

P O Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 
Dear  Mr  Moore 

The  Colorado  Oil  & Gas  Association  (COGA)  offers  the  following  comments  regarding 
the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  Oil  & Gas  Leasing  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement. 

Recent  press  reports  quote  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  officials  as  wanting  to  re- 
evaluate new  drilling  activities  in  the  area  so  they  can  “step  back  and  look  at  the  big  picture” 
Quoting  from  page  one  of  the  recently  published  U S.  Dept.  Of  Energy  Comprehensive  National 
Strategy  report,  “Energy  is  the  lifeblood  of  modern  economies.  It  powers  our  factories,  heats 
and  cools  our  homes,  and  moves  people  and  goods  — all  with  the  flick  of  a switch  or  the  turn  of 
an  ignition  key.  The  lifestyle  U.S.  citizens  enjoy,  the  envy  of  much  of  the  world,  was  built  in 
large  measure  on  reliable,  affordable  energy  supplies  ” We  believe  this  is  the  big  picture. 

The  proposed  document  looks  to  us  to  propose  restrictive,  expensive  outcomes  inhibiting 
new  development,  particularly  with  regard  to  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve.  Efforts  that  may  lead 
to  mandating  specific  technologies  through  regulations,  without  regard  to  technical  or  economic 
feasibility,  would  be  a poor  result.  We  encourage  you  to  develop  standards  in  this  regard 

We  do  not  believe  oil  and  gas  development  is  inherently  a negative  impact  to  the  area  It 
is  compatible  with  other  surface  uses  and  is  an  important  factor  in  the  local  economy.  It  is  less 
intrusive  than  many  residential  or  commercial  developments  in  the  area. 

We  hope  you  will  agree  development  of  the  natural  gas  reserves  in  the  area  has  a strong 
’ asis  and  will  not  change  current  BLM  practices  in  this  regard 


Executive  Vice  President 


JGS  kd 


Colorado  Oil  Si  Gas  Association 

1776  Lincoln  Street,  Suite  lOOS 
Denver,  Colorado  B0203 
303-061-0362/303-861-0373  [FAX] 
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FROM  : HAST  1 NGS  PHONE  NO.  : 9706534310  Sep.  16  1998  09:45PM  P01 

* .'t 

PMONG  699'AJMO 

SUNNYVAIL  ANGUS  RANCH 

MERRILL  ano  PRISCILLA  HASTINGS 
McCOY,  COLORADO  B0463 

September  17,  1998 

Mike  Mottice,  Area  Manager 
BLM 

PO  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

By  FAX  to  947-2829 

Dear  Mr.  Mottice: 

As  the  Obairman  of  Eagle  County's  Back  Country  Trails  Sub- 
committee while  serving  on  the  Eagle  County  Trails  Committee  at 
the  pleasure  of  the  Eagle  County  Board  of  County  Commissioners, 

I am  writing  to  advise  you  that  our  Committee  has  just  voted 
unanimously  to  request  a 30-day  extension  of  the  public  comment 
period  for  all  Eagle  County  lands  covered  by  the  draft  SEIS 
which  proposes  a revision  of  BLM's  oil  & gas  leasing  policies 
and  practices  within  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  (i.e. 

QRSA  Oil  & Gas  Leasing  & Development,  June  1998). 

Because  heretofore  no  public  hearings  of  any  kind  have  ever  been 
held  on  this  matter  in  Eagle  County  and  public  notice  about  this 
new  study  was  never  provided  to  the  local  residents  here,  all 
six  (6)  members  of  the  Committee  feel  that  the  proposal  deserves 
to  be  reviewed  by  the  citizens  at  a public  meeting  in  order  to 
provide  you  with  the  proper  input. 

Since  section  4.15.1  on  page  4-41  of  the  draft  SEIS  states  that 
the  Congressional  bill  whioh  transfered  "the  NOSR  lands  to  BLM 
mandated  that  certain  lands  be  leased  for  oil  and  gas  within  one 
year  and  that  the  remaining  lands  be  offered  as  soon  as 
practicable"  (empasis  added),  there  is  no  set  time  constraint 
as  to  when  BLM  lands  outside  of  NOSR  must  be  evaluated  for 
leasing.  Accordingly , the  30-day  consideration  requested  for  BLM 
lands  in  Eagle  County  will  not  be  in  conflict  with  any  deadline 
requirments  for  the  agency. 

We  would  appreciate  a formal  response  to  this  request,  and  in 
the  meanwhile  please  register  my  name  as  an  "interested  party" 
who  by  law  is  qualified  to  receive  all  future  announcements 
and  decisions  forthcoming  from  the  GSRA  which  relate  to  the 
management  of  BLM  lands  and  resources  within  this  area. 


McCoy,  CO  80463 

cc:  Eagle  County  Board  of  Commissioners  by  FAX  328-7207 
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Grand  Valley  Citizens’  Alliance 
P.O.  Box  1931 
Grand  Junction,  CO  81501 
Ph.  970-256-7650 


September  17,  1998 


Steve  Moore 

Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
U.S.D.I  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  1009 
Glenwood  Spings,  CO  8 1 602 


Re:  Comments  of  the  Grand  Valley  Citizens’  Alliance  on  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS). 


Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

Please  find  below  the  comments  of  the  Grand  Valley  Citizens’  Alliance  on  the  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS). 

Grand  Valley  Citizens’  Alliance: 

In  1997,  Grand  Valley  Citizens’  Alliance  (GVCA)  was  formed.  GVCA  is  a non-profit 
grassroots  organization  dedicated  to  addressing  injustices  that  affect  the  health  and 
well-being  of  the  citizens  and  the  natural  environment  of  the  Grand  Valley  of  Colorado. 

Our  first  campaign:  Natural  Gas  drilling 

The  Grand  Valley  Citizens’  Alliance  was  formed  in  response  to  the  decision  by  the 
Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission  to  increase  the  spacing  of  gas  wells 
permitted  in  the  Battlement  Mesa  - Parachute  area  from  one  well  per  320  acres  to  one 
well  per  20  acres  (32  gas  wells  per  square  mile). 

The  organizational  concerns  of  GVCA  include: 

• potential  for  contamination  of  underground  water  sources, 

• air  pollution  caused  by  flaring  of  gases,  building  the  network  of  dirt  roads  to  the  wells  and 
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large  truck  traffic, 

• the  noise  and  negative  impact  on  quality  of  life  as  a result  of  gas  wells  allowed  within  200 
feet  of  dwellings, 

• poor  reclamation  of  old  and  new  drilling  sites, 

• the  spread  of  noxious  weeds  resulting  from  land  disturbance, 

• effect  on  wildlife  habitat  and, 

• the  cumulative  effect  on  the  citizens  and  environment  from  the  hundreds  of  existing  and 
future  gas  wells,  refineries,  pipelines  and  other  Infrastructure. 

GVCA  is  a member  group  of  the  Western  Colorado  Congress  (WCC).  WCC  has  worked  on 
public  lands  issues  since  we  began  in  1980.  We  have  been  most  active  on  the  Grand 
Mesa-Uncompahgre-Gunnison  Forest  Plan,  travel  management  plans  for  the  Grand  Mesa  and 
Uncompahgre,  Forest  Plans  for  the  San  Juan  National  Forest,  and  working  for  BLM  Wilderness 
protection. 

Western  Colorado  Congress  has  also  been  very  involved  with  oil  and  gas  issues  in  Colorado. 
WCC  has  been  working  to  ensure  oil  and  gas  drilling  does  not  detract  from  other  public  lands 
values  for  over  ten  years  in  La  Plata  County  and  for  the  last  year  in  Garfield,  Mesa,  and  Eagle 
County. 

WCC  is  composed  of  six  community  groups  united  to  address  the  issues  facing  western 
Colorado:  Concerned  Citizens  Resource  Association  (Mesa  County),  Grand  Valley  Citizens’ 
Alliance  (Garfield  County),  Western  Slope  Environmental  Resource  Center  (Delta  County), 
Uncompahgre  Valley  Association  (Montrose  County),  Sheep  Mountain  Alliance  (San  Miguel 
County),  and  Ridgway-Ouray  Community  Council  (Ouray  County).  These  groups  are 
membership-based  and  committed  to  a democratic  process.  In  total.  Western  Colorado 
Congress  is  1 .400  members  strong. 

Members  of  GVCA  and  WCC  enjoy  hiking,  camping,  hunting,  fishing,  and  picnicking  in  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  Most  of  the  members  of  GVCA  live  and  recreate  in  Region  4 
of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  which  is  recommended  for  intensive  gas  drilling  in  this 
DSEIS. 

COMMENTS  ON  THE  SDEIS: 

LACK  OF  ADEQUATE  RANGE  OF  ALTERNATIVES  - ENTIRE  RESOURCE  AREA 
OPEN  TO  LEASING: 

The  failure  of  the  BLM  to  consider  an  alternative  which  makes  available  for  leasing  less  than  all 
of  the  non-WSA  lands  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  violates  the  requirement  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  that  a range  of  alternatives  be  analyzed. 

NEPA  requires  that  federal  agencies  consider  "alternatives  to  the  proposed  action"  when 
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preparing  an  EIS.  42  U.S.C.  4332(2)(c)(iii).  The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  regulations 
indicate  that  the  section  discussing  alternatives  is  the  "heart  of  the  environmental  impact 
statement."  40  C.F.R.  1502.14  (1997).  The  agencies  are  required  to  evaluate  all  "reasonable 
alternatives."  Id.  EDF  v.  Andrus,  619  F.2d  1368,  1375  (10th  Cir.  1980)  held  that  an  agency 
must  provide  in  an  EIS  "information  sufficient  to  permit  a reasoned  choice  of  alternatives  as  far 
as  environmental  aspects  are  concerned."  Id.  It  is  essential  for  the  agency  to  take  a "hard  look" 
at  the  environmental  consequences  of  their  proposed  action.  Id.  at  1378.  A district  court  in 
Montana  has  indicated  that  alternatives  should  "afford  the  opportunity  for  scientific  and  public 
participation  and  debate  regarding  the  delicate  balance  between  preserv  ing  natural  resources  and 
[development]."  Friends  of  the  Bitterroot  v.  USFS.  900  F.Supp.  1368,  1374  (1995). 

It  is  certainly  reasonable  that  BFM  should  have  analyzed  exercising  its  discretion  not  lease  in 
certain  areas,  such  as  potential  wilderness  or  roadless  areas,  important  wildlife  habitat,  riparian 
zones,  or  other  areas.  It  has  not  provided  information  sufficient  to  allow  a reasoned  choice 
among  alternatives,  because  there  are  no  real  alternatives  from  which  to  choose.  There  was  no 
hard  look  taken  among  alternatives;  it  was  a foregone  conclusion  that  every  inch  was  to  be  leased 
upon  request.  No  alternatives  here  afforded  an  opportunity  for  scientific  or  public  involvement 
to  help  strike  a delicate  balance  between  preservation  and  development  of  our  resources.  Only 
development  was  considered.  By  failing  to  even  consider  an  alternative  that  does  not  lease  every 
square  inch  of  land  in  the  resource  area,  BFM  has  abused  its  discretion. 

An  alternative  (or  several)  that  considered  leasing  less  than  all  available  BFM  land  would 
certainly  have  been  reasonable.  The  Mineral  Feasing  Act  states  that  lands  “may  be  leased  by  the 
Secretary.”  30  U.S.C.  § 226(a)  (emphasis  added).  The  word  “may”  connotes  discretion.  The 
United  States  Supreme  Court  has  held  that  the  Mineral  Feasing  Act  “goes  no  further  than  to 
empower  the  Secretary  to  lease  which,  exercising  a reasonable  discretion,  he  may  think  would 
promote  the  public  welfare.”  United  States  ex  rel.  McLennan  v.  Wilbur,  283  U.S.  414,  419 
(1931)  (emphasis  added).  The  Supreme  Court  has  stated  that  the  Mineral  Feasing  Act  “left  the 
Secretary  discretion  to  refuse  to  issue  any  lease  at  all  on  a given  tract.”  Udall  v.  Tollman , 85 
S.Ct.  792,  795  (1965)  reh.  den,  85  S.Ct.  1325  . In  the  recent  Marathon  Oil  decision,  Denver 
Federal  District  Court  Judge  Kane  held  that  BFM  had  the  discretion  not  to  lease. 

The  BFM’s  own  Performance  Review  (BFM  Onshore  Oil  and  Gas  Performance  Review  of  the 
NEPA/  Planning  Process,  Phase  I Final  Report.  2/17/95)  at  4 stated  that  managers  should  have 
the  discretion  not  to  lease.  In  the  recent  Marathon  Oil  decision,  the  Colorado  Federal  District 
Court.  Judge  Kane  presiding,  held  that  BFM  had  the  discretion  not  to  lease.  The  Interior  Board 
of  Fand  Appeals  (IBFA)  has  repeatedly  held  that  BFM  has  broad  discretion  over  leasing. 

Penroc  Oil  Corp.,  et  al,  84  IBFA  36,  39  GFS  (O&G)  8 (1985),  and  cases  cited  therein. 

Because  BFM  has  discretion  over  whether  to  lease  its  lands,  and  it  failed  to  even  consider 
exercising  that  discretion,  it  abused  its  discretion.  BFM  must  evaluate  some  alternatives  in 
which  not  every  square  inch  is  open  to  leasing. 
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AREAS  PROPOSED  FOR  NO  LEASING  BY  GVCA: 

We  request  that  the  following  areas  be  protected  by  no  leasing  within  them:  Roadless  areas; 
wetlands;  river  corridors  and  accompanying  riparian  areas;  recommended  research  natural  areas 
and  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern;  crucial  wildlife  habitat,  such  as  big  game  winter 
range;  lands  with  fragile  soils  or  slope  greater  than  30%;  popular  dispersed  recreation  sites  and 
areas;  developed  recreation  sites,  with  a minimum  one  mile  buffer  around  them;  scenic  biways; 
habitat  for  uncommon,  rare,  threatened,  endangered,  and  sensitive  plant  and  animal  species; 
municipal  watersheds,  and  cultural  sites. 

SINCE  REGION  4 WILL  BE  BE  LEASED  AND  DEVELOPED  REGARDLESS  OF  THE 
LEVEL  OF  PROTECTION,  MAXIMUM  PROTECTION  MUST  BE  REQUIRED: 

The  EIS  at  p.  x states  that  “no  alternative  is  expected  to  affect  substantially  the  overall  amount  of 
oil  and  gas  drilling  activity  in  Region  4.”  In  that  case,  it  is  incumbent  on  BLM  to  select  an 
alternative  that  affords  maximum  protection  to  the  natural  environment.  In  this  way,  industry 
would  get  its  gas  in  a responsible  manner  and  the  public  gets  some  protection  of  its  public  lands. 

Serious  Environmental  Review  Should  Be  Done  Now  and  Cannot  Wait  for  APDS: 

We  are  concerned  that  too  much  of  the  evaluation  of  impacts  in  this  SDEIS  is  deferred  to  the 
APD  stage.  But,  by  that  time  the  lessee  has  rights  which  must  be  honored.  NEPA  compliance 
cannot  wait  until  individual  well  permits  are  issued.  “Agencies  shall  integrate  the  NEPA  process 
with  other  planning  at  the  earliest  possible  time  to  ensure  that  planning  and  decisions  reflect 
environmental  values,  to  avoid  delays  later  in  the  process,  and  to  head  off  potential  conflicts.” 
40C.F.R.  § 1508.18.  Practically  speaking,  waiting  for  an  Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  (APD) 
on  federal  lands  to  trigger  the  NEPA  process  could  avoid  these  procedures  until  all  wells  in  the 
project  area  are  drilled. 

ISSUES  SURROUNDING  BLM  POLICY,  EXISTING  LEASE  RIGHTS  AND 
PROPOSED  MITIGATION: 

The  number  one  stated  purpose  of  the  DSE1S  was  to  provide  for  a review  of  the  environmental 
effects  associated  with  oil  and  gas  development.  The  DSEIS  states  that  94%  of  the  federal  estate 
in  Region  4 is  already  leased,  and  that  "this  situation  constrains  the  ability  of  the  BLM  to  require 
certain  mitigation  measures  on  APDs,  thus  some  of  the  mitigation  approved  in  the  FEIS  has  been 
unavailable  to  the  GSRA."  Nothing  could  be  more  wholly  inaccurate.  The  1991  FEIS  and  ROD 
most  definitely  affirm  that  adequate  authority  exists  in  the  Standard  Lease  Terms  to  impose 
mitigation  that  would  offset  the  negative  environmental  consequences  outlined  in  Chapter  4 of 
the  FEIS.  In  May  1991,  the  Rocky  Mountain  Regional  Solicitor  also  affirmed  (BLM.RM  1241, 

1 248):  "It  could  not  be  more  clear  under  pertinent  statutory  authority  and  case  law  that  the 
Secretary  acting  through  BLM  has  all  the  authority  necessary  to  protect  wildlife  on  Federal  oil 
and  gas  leases  no  matter  how  old  those  leases  may  be..."  Yet  Instructional  Memorandum  92-67, 
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December  1991,  implemented  a policy  that  restricted  this  authority  to  a timing  limitation  of  60 
days  or  less  and/or  a relocation  no  greater  than  200  meters.  Therefore,  one  would  expect  to  find 
a discussion  in  the  DSE1S  of  the  environmental  impacts  that  have  occurred  as  a result  of  the 
proposed  mitigation  from  the  1991  FEIS  (in  the  form  of  CO  As  on  existing  leases)  not  being 
applied. 

Instead  we  find  the  statement  on  page  iv  : "Analysis  of  the  mitigation  measures  in  this  SEIS  for 
consistency  with  lease  rights  was  not  completed..."  The  BLM  has  not  analyzed  whether  the 
proposed  mitigation  measures  are  consistent  with  existing  leases  rights.  The  BLM  also  has  not 
disclosed  the  impacts  resulting  from  an  agency  policy  that  negated  its  ability  to  require  avoidance 
and  mitigation  since  1991.  Thus,  the  BLM  has  not  disclosed  the  full  potential  of  the 
environmental  consequences  associated  with  the  initial  84  wells  analyzed  in  the  FEIS  nor  the 
280-  300  more  gas  wells  proposed  under  the  DSEIS,  and  is  therefore  in  violation  of  NEPA. 

We  also  note  that  on  page  i of  the  Executive  Summary  that  the  fifth  element  of  the  purpose  and 
need  was  "to  permit  the  review  and  modification  of  lease  stipulations  that  could  be  applied  to 
future  leases  or  used  as  COAs  on  existing  leases."  We  then  compared  this  to  Section  1.2  , where 
we  find  the  fifth  element  "edited"  to  exclude  the  application  of  COAs  on  existing  leases,  but 
instead  COAs  "serve  as  management  objectives."  It  is  odd  that  the  sixth  element  of  the  purpose 
and  need,  addressing  mitigation  on  new  leases,  is  deleted  altogether  in  Section  1 .2.  Is  this  intent 
or  is  it  error? 

We  are  informed  that  a major  lessee/  operator  refuses  to  accept  any  COAs  not  contained  as 
stipulations  in  leases.  This  casts  doubt  on  BLM's  ability  to  manage  leases  by  use  of  COAs.  and 
puts  into  question  the  SDEIS  analysis  based  on  use  of  “voluntary  ” COAs  on  existing  leases  to 
mitigate  impacts  of  development. 

We  request  that  BLM  use  its  authority'  under  standard  lease  sections  4 and  6 to  control  and 
mitigate  development. 

PROBLEMS  WITH  AN  "ACREAGE-ONLY"  ASSESSMENT,  ROAD  AND  WELL  PAD 
DENSITIES,  AND  WELL  LOCATIONS. 

The  environmental  consequences  section  of  the  SEIS  seeks  to  minimizes  adverse  environmental 
consequences  by  comparing  the  acreage  disturbed  to  the  total  acreage  in  Region  IV  (568,500 
acres  of  USFS,  BLM,  State  of  C.O,  and  private  lands)  instead  of  comparing  acres  disturbed  to  the 
acres  of  land  under  federal  management  (200.000  acres).  The  effect  is  to  dilute  the 
environmental  impacts  to  the  Federal  estate,  giving  the  false  impression  that  any  negative 
impacts  are  insignificant.  In  reality,  site  specific  analysis  by  state  agencies  (DOW,  COGCC)  and 
private  entities  alike,  demonstrates  that  adverse  impacts  are  significant. 

A spin-off  of  the  diluted  acreage-only  perspective  is  that  site-specific  resource  values  are 
denigrated.  For  example,  an  acre  of  Colorado  River  riparian  vegetation  is  inappropriately  given 
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the  same  value  as  a secluded  acre  along  Parachute  Creek.  Mule  deer  winter  range  within  a 
residential  area  is  equated  to  remote  winter  range  on  public  lands.  Comparisons  of  this  sort 
diminish  the  value  of  the  resources  that  occur  on  public  land.  They  minimize  the  impetus  to 
protect  what  resources  remain  on  the  public  domain. 

The  acreage-only  assessment  underestimates  the  overall  impact  to  natural  resources.  The  total 
acres  disturbed  and  the  distribution  of  those  acres  are  also  important  aspects  that  need  to  be 
analyzed.  For  instance  the  1991  FEIS  analyzed  well  density  at  320  and  160-acre  spacings, 
whereas  the  current  spacing  on  most  of  the  federal  estate  within  Region  IV  is  now  40  and  20-acre 
spacing  (ref  p 4-48).  None  of  the  environmental  consequences  section  discusses  the  synergistic 
effects  of  increased  road  and  well  density  upon  wildlife,  air  quality,  soils,  safety,  etc.  The 
environmental  consequences  of  development  of  90  wells  on  1090  acres  (Page  l-l  SEIS)  is 
arguably  different  than  the  development  of  300  wells  on  870  acres  (Table  4.5-1,  SEIS).  We  see 
no  discussion  pertaining  to  the  BLM's  authority  to  require  directional  drilling  to  minimize  these 
density  impacts  upon  other  natural  resources.  For  instance,  we  would  like  to  see  some  discussion 
centered  around  the  following  statements  from  the  1991  FEIS  and  in  IBLA  86-1575: 

...the  Proposed  Action  alternative  would  increase  the  cost  of  lease  operations 
(through  additional  cost  of  inventories,  monitoring,  more  costly  construction 
methods,  use  of  directional  drilling,  etc.)  but  would  not  change  the  overall 
development  from  that  predicted  in  the  POD  (Appendix  B). 

FEIS  p.  2-5,  and 

...Nothing  in  an  oil  and  gas  lease  right  has  ever  vested  in  a lessee  the  absolute 
right  to  insist  upon  a specific  well  site.  While  added  costs  to  a lessee  is  certainly  a 
proper  matter  for  consideration  by  BLM  in  determining  well  placement,  the  mere 
fact  that  a lessee  may  absorb  increased  cost  by  being  confined  to  a less 
environmentally  degrading  site  does  not,  ipso  facto,  prevent  the  BLM  from 
limiting  the  Lessee  to  such  a site. 

IBLA  86-1575. 

LIMITATIONS  ON  THE  RATE  AND  DENSITY  OF  DEVELOPMENT: 

In  addition  to  discussing  the  placement  of  wells  to  minimize  impacts,  we  deem  it  necessary  that 
BLM  discuss  Section  Four  of  the  Standard  Lease  Terms,  specifically  referring  to  "Lessor  reserves 
right  to  specify  rates  of  development  and  production  in  the  public  interest..."  We  understand  our 
public  interest  to  be  codified  by  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976.  which 
requires  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield  of  all  natural  resources.  Further  we  understand  that  our 
interest  in  the  surface  management  of  public  lands  is  addressed  by  the  Federal  Onshore  Oil  and 
Gas  Leasing  Reform  Act  of  1987  which  provides  in  part: 
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The  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  or  for  the  national  forest  lands  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture,  shall  regulate  all  surface  disturbing  activities  conducted  pursuant  to 
any  lease  issued  under  this  chapter,  and  shall  determine  reclamation  and  other 
actions  as  required  in  the  interest  of  conservation  (emphasis  added)  of  surface 
resources. 

Additionally  in  the  Solicitor's  Opinion  96  I.D.  15  (1988),  the  Solicitor  stated: 

The  Department,  with  Judicial  approval,  has  construed  the  term  "conservation"  to 
include  not  only  maximizing  recovery  and  avoiding  or  minimizing  waste  or  loss 
of  the  leased  mineral  resource  but  also  avoiding  or  minimizing  damage  to  other 
natural  resources,  such  as  wildlife,  water  quality,  and  other  minerals.  Copper 
Valley  Machine  Works,  Inc.  v.  Andrus,  653  F.  2d  595,  600  (D.C.  Cir.  1981). 

We  therefore  believe  that  the  conservation  of  the  surface  resources  is  in  the  public  interest.  We 
demand  the  BLM  to  utilize  Section  Four  authority  to  control  the  rate  of  development  so  as  to 
balance  the  extraction  of  oil  and  gas  resources  with  our  other  natural  resources  (air,  water,  soil, 
biological  resources). 

WEAKENING  OF  PROTECTIONS  FOR  RIPARIAN  AREAS  AND  EROSIVE  SOILS  IN 
SDEIS? 

The  SDEIS.  unlike  the  1991  FEIS,  includes  an  NSO  stipulation  for  riparian/wetland  areas.  There 
are  several  reasons  to  be  concerned  about  this  change.  First,  the  FEIS  states  on  4-4.  that  "To 
protect  riparian  systems,  a COA  on  proposed  operations  would  be  applied  to  restrict  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  activities  to  an  area  beyond  the  riparian  vegetation  zone."  Second, 
as  shown  on  page  F-2  of  the  SDEIS,  the  1991  FEIS  Proposed  Action  has  a CSU  that  would 
restrict  activities  beyond  the  riparian  vegetation.  Exceptions  to  this  stipulation  may  only  be 
granted  subject  to  the  detailed  criteria  of  an  on-site  analysis.  This  CSU  stipulation  would  not  be 
applied  where  a 200-meter  relocation  would  protect  a riparian  system.  Third,  in  response  to 
Comment  No.  63  in  the  FEIS  requesting  that  an  NSO  be  applied  to  riparian  systems,  the  ROD 
replied  in  the  Appendix  C Errata  Sheet: 

The  riparian/wetland  stipulation  found  in  Appendix  E,  page  E-10.  will  allow  the 
movement  of  proposed  oil  and  gas  operations  up  to  656  feet  (200  meters). 

Riparian  areas  in  Colorado  are  such  that  a movement  of  that  magnitude  will  take  a 
proposed  operation  out  of  the  riparian/wetland  vegetation  zone.  Rivers  with 
riparian  zones  wider  than  1 .300  feet,  such  as  the  Colorado  River  in  Glenwood 
Springs  are  protected  by  a special  NSO  stipulation. 

In  effect  the  1991  FEIS  said  that  an  NSO  was  not  necessary  because  that  level  of  protection 
would  be  achieved  through  use  of  the  COAs  and  the  CSU  stipulations  mentioned  above. 
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In  contrast,  the  NSO  stipulation  found  in  the  Proposed  action  of  the  SEIS  bases  the  exception 
criteria  solely  upon  impacts  to  vegetation  whereas  the  CSU  stipulation  in  the  FEIS  bases  the 
exception  criteria  on  several  factors  including  wildlife  ad  fish  use  water  quality  and  other  related 
resource  values. 

Why  now  an  NSO?  Again,  the  FEIS  and  ROD  stated  that  COAs  and  the  CSUs  were  sufficient 
to  protect  perennial  water  impoundments,  streams,  and/or  riparian/  wetland  vegetation.  Are 
they?  If  the  Proposed  Action  NSO  provided  greater  protection  to  riparian  systems,  then  we 
would  support  it.  But  by  comparing  the  exception  criteria  of  the  SEIS  and  the  FEIS  it  appears 
that  the  level  of  protection  has  been  weakened.  From  our  point  of  view,  the  exception  criteria 
from  the  1991  FEIS  seemed  to  be  more  stringent  and  protective  than  those  of  the  SDEIS.  We 
would  like  BLM  to  clarify  and  justify  its  position  with  regard  to  the  statements  in  the  FEIS/ 

ROD  and  SEIS. 

A review  of  Map  3.8-1  shows  that  nearly  all  the  current  oil  and  gas  development  occurs  on 
highly  erosive  soils.  By  comparing  CSUs  for  the  PA  and  the  CCM  in  the  SEIS  which  should 
protect  fragile  and  erosive  soils,  it  appears  that  the  CCM  Alternative  (i.e.,  the  Proposed  Action  of 
the  1991  FEIS),  is  more  restrictive  than  the  Proposed  Action  for  the  SEIS.  Note  that  CCM  (p.  F- 
1)  provides  a CSU  stipulation  that  not  only  defines  fragile  soils,  but  also  lists,  through  a plan  of 
development,  performance  objectives  and  standards  that  the  operator  must  meet.  However  in  the 
CSU  for  the  PA  (p.  F-8),  the  AO  "may  require"  special  design,  construction,  and 
implementation  measures.  Will  such  measures  be  required  on  fragile  and/or  erosive  soils  or 
not?  In  our  opinion,  the  treatment  of  fragile  and  erosive  soils  is  weakened  in  the  PA  of  the 
Supplemental  EIS,  and  we  would  like  the  BLM  to  clarify  and  justify  its  current  position 
regarding  soils  protection. 


AIR  QUALITY: 

GVCA  is  also  very  concerned  about  the  lack  of  discussion  and  evaluation  of  the  potential 
cumulative  effects  on  air  quality  from  gas  drilling  in  Region  4.  When  asked  about  this 
oversight,  Steve  Moore  claimed  that  the  BLM  intended  to  put  a section  on  the  cumulative 
effects  of  gas  drilling  in  the  FINAL  SEIS  but  that  there  would  be  NO  STUDY  OR  IN  DEPTH 
EXAMINATION  OF  THE  ISSUE.  He  indicated  that  the  BLM  would  make  a few  assumptions 
(that  there  would  be  no  cumulative  effect)  and  consider  it  an  insignificant  impact. 

Under  NEPA,  this  EIS  must  analyze  the  cumulative  impacts  of  past,  present  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  action  (regardless  of  what  agency  or  person  undertakes  such  other 
action),  on  wildlife,  water  quality,  air  quality,  social,  economic,  recreation,  historic 
and  cultural  values.  The  information  gathered  for  all  the  other  gas  projects  in  the  region  should 
be  updated  and  incorporated  into  a cumulative  effects  analysis. 

For  cumulative  impacts  to  visibility  and  air  quality,  the  EIS  should  not  limit  its  analysis  to 
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individual  wells  as  point  sources  rather,  the  entire  project  should  be  considered  a point  source. 
Additionally,  emissions  from  all  the  oil  and  gas  development  on  private  land  and  other  emission 
sources  whether  on  federal,  state  or  private  lands  should  be  taken  into  account  in  the  cumulative 
impact  analysis.  The  EIS  must  consider  the  cumulative  toxic  waste  production  and  management 
over  the  entire  life  cycle  of  the  proposed  gas  field. 

As  explained  above,  regardless  of  what  agency  or  person  undertakes  an  action,  all  other  past, 
present  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  activity  must  be  examined  together  to  clearly 
understand  the  cumulative  effects  of  human  activity  in  the  GSRA.  See  40  C.F.R.  § 1508.7.  This 
analysis  must  encompass  activities  on  private  and  state  land  as  well  as  federal  land.  Operators 
have  leased  a large  amount  of  private  land  for  development  in  and  around  the  project  area.  The 
activity  in,  and  development  of  these  private  lands  must  be  included  in  the  EIS.  Moreover,  the 
impacts  of  the  project  on  private  lands  must  be  considered.  The  impacts  considered  should 
include  environmental,  social  and  economic  impacts.  It  is  GVCA's  position  that  the  SEIS  will  be 
incomplete  if  it  does  not  thoroughly  analyze  all  the  impacts  to  and  from  private  land. 

We  wish  to  remind  BLM  that  the  cumulative  effects  of  32  wells  per  square  mile  in  Region 
4 could  have  disastrous  effects  on  human  health  and  welfare.  The  BLM  may  not  argue,  as 
they  have  in  other  sections  of  this  report,  that  the  effect  that  drilling  on  public  land  has  on  the 
environment  is  insignificant  when  all  the  drilling  on  private  land  is  considered.  It  is  clear  that  it 
is  the  BLM’s  responsibility  to  consider  the  cumulative  effects  of  all  drilling  activity  in  Region  4. 
There  have  not  been,  and  there  will  not  be,  any  studies  of  air  quality  impacts  from  gas  activity 
from  the  Colorado  state  government.  This  has  to  be  the  responsibility  of  our  federal  government. 

The  section  that  deals  with  this  issue  (4.2  page  4-1)  is  totally  inadequate.  It  states  that  the  BLM 
is  ASSUMING  no  significant  impact  on  air  quality  from  gas  drilling  on  public  land  by  relying  on 
the  results  from  a study  that  was  conducted  in  the  Rock  Springs  district  of  Wyoming  (BLM 
1998).  Anyone  who  has  ever  visited  this  area  in  Wyoming  will  tell  you  that  the  Rock  Springs 
area  is  nothing  like  Region  4.  Rock  Springs  has  an  almost  constant  wind  and  very  little  potential 
for  inversions.  The  Parachute-  Rifle  area  (Region  4),  on  the  other  hand,  has  a very  high 
incidence  of  inversions.  With  the  massive  numbers  of  gas  wells  expected  to  be  in  operation  in 
the  coming  decades  along  with  the  processing  plants,  dehydrating  facilities,  pipelines  and 
increased  traffic  pollution  there  may  very  well  be  a cumulative  risk  to  our  air  quality.  We  have 
included  a list  of  oil  and  gas  facilities  in  Region  4 which  are  all  releasing  toxins  into  the  air. 
(Colorado  Dept,  of  Public  Health-  Air  Pollution  Control  Division  -1998) 

The  air  quality  section  in  the  DSEIS  goes  on  to  make  other  false  assumptions:  “At  the  proposed 
level  of  well  field  development,  seldom  more  than  four  wells  throughout  the  project  area,  and 
rarely  more  than  two  wells  in  close  proximity,  would  be  flared  at  any  one  time.”  DSEIS  at  4-2. 

This  statement  is  false.  A drive  down  Interstate  70  at  night  will  reveal  more  than  four  wells 
burning  at  any  one  time  within  sight  of  the  road.  State  of  Colorado  air  pollution  permits  and 
notices  should  be  required.  The  BLM  should  allow  drilling  on  a rotating  basis-  waiting  for  areas 
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to  be  reclaimed  and  / or  shut  in  before  allowing  additional  leases. 

The  last  processing  facility  to  be  approved  by  the  State  Health  Dept  was  the  Great  Divide 
processing  facility.  In  an  initial  risk  assessment  by  the  State  Health  Dept  this  facility  was  thought 
to  be  a high  risk  to  human  health.  Upon  further  review  the  facility  was  allowed  to  proceed 
because  the  facility,  by  itself  and  a reasonable  distance  from  humans,  was  under  the  State  of 
Colorado's  legal  limit  for  emissions.  When  asked  if  they  would  do  a study  of  the  potential 
cumulative  effects  of  all  the  gas  drilling  activity  in  the  area  the  State  declined.  The  assumption 
that  “project-wide  air  quality  impacts”  will  be  analyzed  by  the  State  Health  Department  is 
FALSE. 

Fortunately,  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  is  REQUIRED  to  do  these  types  of  cumulative 
effects  analysis.  We  are  expecting  the  BLM  to  follow  through  on  its  responsibility.  Without 
further  study  of  this  issue,  BLM  is  risking  human  health  and  welfare,  and  air  quality  in  Class  1 
Wilderness  Areas  unnecessarily. 

POLLUTION  PREVENTION: 

The  BLM  should  consider  pollution  prevention  in  all  aspects  of  this  project  and  in  all  alternatives 
included  in  the  SEIS.  The  BLM  should  require  state-of-the-art  pollution  control  technologies 
such  as  solar-powered  electric  compressors,  VOC  recapture  units,  non-toxic  drilling  fluids  and 
remote  monitoring.  Electrically  powered  compression  rather  than  natural  gas  fired  equipment 
would  help  eliminate  NOx,  CO,  VOC,  and  PM  (Particulate  Emissions).  If  natural  gas  fired 
equipment  is  used  for  compression,  require  installation  of  B ACT  to  limit  exhaust  emissions. 

The  BLM  should  require  BACT  for  BTEX,  NOx,  PM,  CO,  S02,  VOC,  and  other  harmful  air 
emission  emissions,  and  MACT  for  HAPS,  at  all  production  facilities.  VOCs  and  all  hazardous 
pollutants  should  be  destroyed  at  all  well  locations  or  at  centralized  facilities.  The  BLM  should 
not  allow  venting  of  the  wells  to  the  atmosphere.  Atmospheric  tankage  should  include  vapor 
recovery  systems  to  eliminate  VOC  and  other  hazardous  pollutant  emissions.  Additionally, 
the  BLM  should  ensure  that  personnel  have  minimal  exposure  to  hazardous  compounds  and 
should  consider  monitoring  BTEX  exposure  of  personnel. 

POOR  ENGINEERING/  RECLAMATION  OF  EXISTING  SITES-  INVALIDATES 
ANALYSIS,  UNDERCUTS  CONFIDENCE  IN  FUTURE  WILL  TO  MANAGE 
RESOURCE: 

The  reclamation  discussed  in  the  FEIS  and  SEIS  is  not  being  done.  An  example  is  wellsite  58-19 
and  the  road  to  it.  On  July  23,  1996.  after  many  years  of  complaints  from  the  Colorado  Diision 
of  Wildlife  (CDOW),  BLM  sent  a letter  (incorporated  herein  by  reference)  to  the  operator 
responsible  for  the  road  and  wellsite.  Some  minimal  work  may  have  been  performed  to  correct 
some  of  the  problems  cited  in  the  letter,  but  most  of  the  problems  remain.  On  inspection  on 
September  7.  the  following  was  observed:  the  access  road  continues  to  slump  and  erode;  the 
culvert  is  still  not  adequate.  Much  earth  has  been  bulldozed  off  the  downslope  of  the  road  cut 
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into  the  perennial  stream  below.  An  apparent  effort  by  the  operator  to  stabilize  the  slope 
downstream  from  a culvert  by  covering  a small  area  with  black  plastic  appears  extremely 
temporary  and  unlikely  to  solve  the  problem:  the  cut  and  fill  slopes  of  the  pad  have  not  been 
“benched”  or  terraced:  little  revegetation  with  native  plants  appears  to  be  occurring 
approximately  seven  years  post-drilling,  and  weedy  species  predominate  on  the  wellpad.. 

Rather  than  being  an  isolated,  atypical  example,  these  problems  seem  to  be  typical  of  the  work 
done  for  road  and  pad  construction  in  the  drainages  to  the  northwest  of  Parachute. 

This  is  causing  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  and  should  not  be  tolerated.  BLM  should 
find  that  the  operator  has  violated  the  terms  of  the  Application  for  Permit  to  Drill  and  the  lease, 
and  BLM  should  fine  the  operator  and  obtain  cease  and  desist  orders.  No  further  APDs  by  this 
operator  should  be  approved  and  no  new  leases  should  be  granted  until  the  problems  with  this 
and  all  other  wells  and  roads  constructed  and  used  by  this  operator  have  been  rectified.  If  within 
a reasonable  time  the  problems  have  not  been  remedied,  the  operator's  leases  should  be  revoked. 

Livestock  grazing  has  resulted  in  poor  reclamation  of  many  well  pads.  (See 
photo)  With  the  increase  in  drilling  operations,  conflicts  between  cattle  and 
reclamation  are  likely  to  increase.  The  BLM  should  require  areas  that  are  being 
reclaimed  be  fenced  off  from  cattle  grazing  until  such  a time  that  the  reclamation  has 
been  assessed  and  deemed  a success. 

ISSUES  SURROUNDING  RECLAMATION  EVALUATION  AND  MONITORING,  AND 
THE  VALIDITY  OF  RECLAMATION  STATUS 

The  vegetative  sampling  methodology'  described  in  the  SEIS  is  biased  and  subjective,  is  not 
representative,  nor  does  it  provide  an  adequate  sample  size  to  assess  the  reclamation  objectives 
contained  within  the  GSRA  policy  for  reclamation  related  to  oil  and  gas  development. 

With  regard  to  reclamation  methodology  and  statistical  validity,  the  following  references  show 
that  certain  criteria  are  necessary  to  adequately  assess  reclamation  status. 

In  "Comparing  Revegetation  Success  on  Monitored  and  Non-monitored  Gas  well  Sites  in 
Southwestern  Wyoming,"  authors  Smith  and  Chambers  compared  revegetation  success  on 
monitored  and  non-monitored  gas  pads  and  concluded: 

"The  BLM  f Riley  Ridge  natural  gas  project , Wyoming]  line-transect  method  provided 
general  trend  data  and  were  easily  applied  in  the  field.  However  thev  did  not  provide  sufficient 
data  on  which  to  base  important  decisions  (emphasis  added). 

We  recommend  a stratified  random  sampling  scheme  employing  quadrat  analysis  to 
obtain  data  with  a high  level  of  accuracy  and  repeatability.  A random  sampling  scheme  is 
necessary  to  obtain  an  unbiased  estimate  of  the  variance  and  the  mean  of  the  measured  factors 
(Bonham  and  others  1980;  Chambers  and  Brown,  1983:  Knight.  1 978).  The  actual  number  of 
samples  required  to  increase  adequacy  and  repeatability  depends  on  the  inherent  variability 
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among  samples  and  may  be  considered  that  number  where  the  variance  is  relatively  constant 
(Bonham  and  others,  1980 ; Knight  1978;  Moore  and  Chapman,  1986). " 

A transect  methodology  using  Daubenmire  (1959)  suffices  as  a random  unbiased  sampling 
technique,  however  it  is  time  consuming  and  requires  training.  A simplified  line  transect  method 
has  been  described  by  Clary  and  Marlow  (1996),  which  preserves  randomness  and  non-bias,  and 
provides  an  adequate  sample  size. 

Given  the  above  information,  how  can  the  BLM  justify  assessing  reclamation  success  by  simply 
estimating  canopy  cover  by  species?  Given  their  vague  methodology  outlined  in  the  GSRA 
Policy,  how  will  an  adequate  sample  size  be  determined?  How  will  a representative  sample  be 
collected?  How  will  the  BLM  insure  that  any  sample  is  unbiased? 

Perhaps  the  most  disturbing  question  of  all  is,  if  the  sampling  method  is  flawed,  then  so  may  be 
the  results.  If  the  results  are  flawed  then  the  conclusions  as  to  the  amount  of  disturbed  area 
reclaimed  are  suspect  and  dubious.  Thus  the  SEIS  findings  of  insignificant  impacts  on  soil  and 
surface  water  (page  ix),  riparian  areas  and  wildlife  habitat  (page  viii)  are  highly  questionable. 
Further  the  number  one  conclusion  on  page  1-8  is  misleading  and  disputable:  "Overall  the 
reclamation  policy  and  procedures  are  effective.  The  majority  of  sites  are  stabilized  and 
revegetating  and  problem  areas  are  being  retreated." 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  ROD  for  the  FEIS  states  that  the  BLM  would  utilize  monitoring 
to  "determine  the  effectiveness  of  the  mitigation  practices  and  the  accuracy  of  impact 
predictions."  Yet  it  was  not  until  May  1997  that  the  BLM  attempted  any  monitoring  or 
evaluation  of  reclamation  status.  We  will  not  accept  the  BLM’s  self-imposed  "manpower  and 
time  constraints  (page  1-5)"  triggered  by  Public  Law  105-85  requiring  leasing  of  the  NOSR 
Production  Area  by  November  1998.  The  NOSR  Production  Area  comprises  only  six  percent  of 
the  Federal  mineral  estate.  The  BLM  wants  the  public  to  accept  the  "results"  of  a time-and- 
manpower-constrained  evaluation  on  94%  of  public  lands  in  Region  IV,  and  the  entire  resource 
area.  In  reality  it  is  crucial  that  the  BLM  should  have  been  conducting  evaluation  and  monitoring 
since  1984,  when  the  first  evaluation  and  monitoring  plan  for  the  GSRA  was  adopted. 

WATER  QUALITY: 

We  have  not  seen  any  discussion  of  the  storm  water  permit  requirements  of  Clean  Water  Act 
§402,  33  U.S.C.  § 1342,  in  the  SEIS.  The  storm  water  permit  must  insure  that  there 
is  no  further  degradation  to  the  impaired  streams  in  the  project  area..  Have  the  requirements  of 
this  section  and  40  C.F.R.  § 122.4(i)  been  satisfied? 

It  appears  beyond  doubt  to  us  that  the  perennial  streams  and  springs  and  seeps  in  the  area  (e.g. 
Riley  Gulch.  Starkey  Gulch..  Crawford  Gulch)  are  being  degraded  by  oil  and  gas  development- 
pad  construction,  road  building  and  their  resultant  “maintenance"  and  erosion—  to  the  point  that 
they  cannot  provide  clean  water  or  healthy  habitat  for  wildlife.  See  attached  photographs.  We 
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request  that  BLM  request  the  State  of  Colorado  Water  Quality  Control  Commission  (WQCC)  to 
list  these  reaches  as  impaired  under  Clean  Water  Act  section  303(d),  33  U.S.C.  § 1313(d).  We 
intend  to  document  the  problems  with  these  and  other  drainages  and  to  request  the  WQCC  to  add 
them  to  the  list  of  impaired  waters  under  § 303(d). 


INADEQUACY  OF  BONDING: 

Bonding  for  operators  in  this  area  appears  to  be  woefully  inadequate.  We  are  informed  that  the 
operator  for  well  58-19  has  spent  approximately  $250,000  in  the  last  few  years  just  to  keep  its 
wellsite  open,  due  to  slumping  of  the  road  due  to  saturation  by  springs/  seeps.  As  noted  above, 
this  expense  has  not  been  incurred  for  adequate  reclamation,  because  the  site  has  not  been 
adequately  reclaimed.  This  one  example,  of  potentially  hundreds  in  the  area,  shows  that  the 
statewide  bond  of  $100,000  is  wholly  inadequate. 


LACK  OF  DISCUSSION  OF  UNITIZATION: 

There  is  almost  no  discussion  of  the  extent  or  effect  of  unitization  of  leases  in  the  SEIS. 
Unitization  is  discretionary;  upon  the  application  for  a unit,  BLM  can  condition  the  approval  of  a 
unit  plan  on  acceptance  by  the  lessees  of  more  stringent  protections  in  the  SEIS,  even  though 
individual  leases  may  predate  and  not  be  subject  to  the  terms  of  the  EIS  . See  the  ruling  in  the 
SUWA/  CEC  Ruin  Canyon  IBLA  case,  decided  in  1993. 

WILDERNESS/  ROADLESS  AREAS: 

We  wish  to  incorporate  the  comments  submitted  by  the  Colorado  Environmental  Coalition  as  if 
fully  set  out  herein. 

King  Mountain: 

The  situation  in  the  roadless  areas  of  the  Resource  Area  has  changed  since  the  FEIS  was  issued 
in  1991 . King  Mountain  is  under  roadless  management  under  a 1993  order  by  BLM  published 
in  the  Federal  Register.  No  exception  to  roadless  management  was  made  for  road  access  to  new 
oil  and  gas  leases  or  drilling.  There  was  no  analysis  in  the  SEIS  for  impacts  in  this  area..  The 
Vail  Daily  on  September  14,  1998  quoted  Area  Manager  Mottice  as  saying  that  there  is  ‘'zero, 
zilcho,  zippo”  interest  in  oil  and  gas  development  in  Eagle  County,  yet  BLM  seems  to  be  ready  to 
open  portions  of  King  Mountain  to  leasing,  and  ready  to  allow  motor  vehicle  access  to  leases. 
There  has  been  no  analysis  of  impacts  or  of  leasing,  and  there  should  be  no  leasing  allowed 
unless  and  until  adequate  notice  has  been  given  to  those  concerned  in  the  region,  and  until 
analysis  and  consideration  of  alternatives  has  been  undertaken. 

Potential  Wilderness: 
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The  Deep  Creek  area  and  the  Castle  Peak  additions  that  are  part  of  the  Conservationists’ 
wilderness  proposal  should  be  subject  to  the  Colorado  BLM  state  director’s  policy,  and  leasing 
should  be  held  in  abeyance,  until  a wilderness  inventory  and  review  for  determination  if  resource 
management  plans  need  to  be  modified  have  been  completed.. 

NOSR: 

The  SEIS  states  at  4-41  that  there  may  be  roadless  areas  in  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve.  No 
irretrievable  commitment  of  resources  by  leasing,  including  issuance  of  leases  with  NSO 
stipulation  that  may  be  modified,  waived,  or  excepted  in  any  way,  should  be  undertaken  before  a 
wilderness  inventory  has  been  performed. 

We  also  point  out  that  the  discussion  of  roadless  management  on  SDEIS  p F-6,  #6  seems  to  have 
vastly  understated  the  areas  that  should  be  covered  by  an  NSO  under  that  section. 

WILDLIFE: 

We  are  concerned  that  BLM  is  granting  leases  with  the  right  to  develop  without  having  a 
sufficient  understanding  of  the  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  that  may  be  impacted.  Much  of  the 
species  occurrence  data  which  BLM  relies  upon  for  making  decisions  concerning  stipulations  and 
timing  limitations  are  obtained  from  the  CDOW.  CDOW  states  that  much  of  its  data  is  anecdotal 
and  not  based  on  systematic  inventories  or  surveys. 

The  BLM  admits  on  page  4-21  that  "No  inventories  (Other  than  for  the  northen  goshawk) 
have  been  completed  in  Region  4 for  other  species  included  in  the  sensitive  species  list  included 
in  chapter  three."  Why  haven't  these  inventories  been  done  and  when  can  the  public  expect  that 
they  will  be  completed?  Should  they  not  be  done  before  leasing? 

The  wolverine  was  listed  as  being  present  in  the  Colorado  Natural  Heritage  Program’s  database 
and  yet,  was  not  mentioned  in  the  SEIS.  All  the  plants  and  animals  in  the  CNHP  report  should 
be  considered  in  the  SEIS.  A copy  of  that  report  has  been  included  for  your  convenience. 

Areas  that  have  critical  habitat  such  as  winter  range  and  calving  grounds  should  be  drilled  when 
they  are  not  in  use.  The  BLM  should  also  prohibit  drilling  in  these  areas  during  critical  months 
(calving  and  winter  for  example).  After  the  gas  wells  are  drilled  in  these  areas,  gas  workers 
should  only  be  allowed  in  those  areas  between  the  hours  of  10:00  AM  and  4:00  PM  in  these 
critical  months.  Gas  workers  should  be  prohibited  from  bringing  guns  or  dogs  with  them  to  these 
sites  as  well. 

OTHER  COMMENTS: 

The  BLM  estimate  of  wells  is  far  too  low.  The  BLM  is  assuming  40  acre  spacing.  The 
COGCC  has  already  gone  down  to  20  acre  spacing  and  has  said  that  they  would  consider  ten 


14 


GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Final  SEIS  — January 1999 


Page  79 


DRAFT  SEIS  COMMENTS 


acre  spacing  in  the  near  future. 

Page  3-4  claims  that  the  GSRA  recently  completed  a Functioning  Condition  of  Resource 
streams  in  the  Resource  Area.  The  assessment  rated  67  % as  functioning,  30  % as 
at-risk,  and  7 % as  non-functioning.  Allowing  extensive  drilling  along  the  East  fork 
and  the  East  Middle  Fork  of  Parachute  creek  will  only  further  damage  the  few  unaffected 
areas  we  have.  The  fact  the  1 2.2%  of  the  riparian  areas  are  under  BTM  control  does  not 
serve  to  diminish  their  value.  If  anything,  it  makes  these  areas  on  public  lands  even 
more  valuable  and  more  important  to  preserve  intact,  relaxing  these  standards  is  in 
direct  conflict  with  BLMTEs  Riparian-Wetland  Initiative. 

GVCA  would  like  to  have  wells  no  less  than  1000  ft  from  residences. 

The  lands  in  the  area  in  region  are  growing  in  population.  Recreation  Opportunity 
Spectrum  should  be  revisited  for  this  entire  area  to  reflect  the  use  the  BLM  lands  are 
recieveing  by  nearby  residents.  A ROS  review  and  a Wilderness  inventory  has  to  be 
completed  for  the  NOSR. 

The  effect  of  increased  gas  development  and  the  heavy  traffic  it  will  bring  with  it  has 
not  been  considered  fully.  Garfield  County  is  having  an  increasingly  difficult  time 
paying  for  road  repairs  and  maintenance  needed  for  this  increased  development.  There 
should  be  a discussion  of  this  problem  and  a proposed  solution  in  the  SDEIS. 

On  page  4-5  the  BLM  contends  that  since  there  have  been  very  little  data  collected  about 
the  effect  of  well  pads  and  roads  on  private  land,  that  they  are  assuming  the  impacts 
are  similar  to  those  found  on  federal  land.  This  assumption  is  highly  improbable  since 
the  requirements  on  private  land  are  much  less  stringent  than  on  public  land.  This 
potentially  false  assumption  may  serve  to  skew  other  assumptions  as  to  the  cumulative 
effects  gas  drilling  is  having  on  Region  4. 

There  are  a number  of  unregulated  pipelines  used  as  collector  lines  in  the  area  that 
pose  a safety  risk.  This  risk  will  increase  with  increased  development  and  should  be 
considered  in  the  SDEIS. 

We  thank  the  BLM  for  the  opportunity  to  make  these  comments,  and  hope  that  they  are  seriously 
evaluated  in  finalizing  this  SEIS. 


Gene  Park 
President,  GVCA 


Matt  Sura 
WCC  Organizer 
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RE:  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  in  the  Glenwood  Springs 

Resource  Area 
Garfield  County,  Colorado 


Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

The  Independent  Petroleum  Association  of  Mountain  States  (IPAMS) 
is  the  regional  trade  association  in  the  Rocky  Mountains  that 
represents  the  interests  of  independent  oil  and  gas  producers. 
IPAMS  members  operate  in  a 13-state  area  in  the  Rocky  Mountain 
West. 

IPAMS  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  the  following 
comments  to  those  interested  parties  working  on  the  effort  to 
create  a Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  for 
the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  (GSR A). 


IPAMS  has  a number  of  concerns  with  the  SEIS;  these  concerns  are 
summarized  below. 


1 . This  SEIS  states  many  forgone  conclusions  regarding  the 
anticipated  public  reaction  to  potential  impacts  associated  with  oil 
and  gas  development.  These  conclusions  are  outside  the 
acceptable  scope  of  analysis  and  often  fail  to  represent  the 
appropriate  facts  or  analysis  relevant  to  the  FEIS.  Additionally,  this 
inappropriate  hypothesizing  about  the  potential  public  reaction  to 
increased  development  could  lead  citizens  to  question  the 
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competency  of  myriad  environmental  safeguards  built  into  the 
process.  IPAMS  views  the  introduction  of  unsupported  opinions  as  a 
serious  threat  to  the  credibility  of  this  document  because  it 
encourages  public  support  for  additional  regulations  not  based  on 
factual  need. 

2.  IPAMS  believes  that  there  is  insufficient  analysis  of  the  Current 
Management  Alternative  to  arrive  at  a conclusion  that  the  Proposed 
Alternative  best  serves  the  objective  of  facilitating  “orderly, 
economic,  and  environmentally  sound  exploration  and 
development  of  oil  and  gas  resources  using  balanced  multiple 
management"  (FEIS,  ROD,  page  11).  In  order  to  accurately 
estimate  the  impacts  of  an  increased  level  of  development,  more 
objective  data  is  needed  to  assess  the  significance  of  Reasonably 
Foreseeable  Development  (RFD)  as  an  incremental  increase  to  the 
impacts  of  existing  development.  With  the  exception  of  visual 
resources,  there  is  no  evidence  that  suggests  the  Proposed 
Alternative  is  advantageous  to  the  CCM  alternative  in  preventing 
significant  impacts  to  the  environment. 

IPAMS  believes  the  CCM  alternative  provides  adequate  protection 
of  sensitive  resource  values  while  providing  the  most  appropriate 
level  of  opportunity  to  explore  and  develop  the  mineral  resources. 

3.  The  Social  and  Economic  analysis  in  Section  3.18  fails  to  address 
the  positive  impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  the  social 
aspect  of  the  human  environment.  Specifically,  counties 
throughout  the  GSRA  area  have  indicated  that  growth  is  their 
number  one  concern  (Colorado  Division  of  Local  Governments).  It 
is  well  know  that  increased  development  (growth)  is  perceived  as 
the  central  threat  to  retaining  a rural  feel  and  open  space. 
Economic  development,  not  associated  with  population  growth,  is 
the  second  primary  concern.  Simple  analysis  of  these  primary 
concerns  would  indicate  the  oil  and  gas  development  is  a near 
perfect  remedy.  As  many  ranch  owners  have  testified,  given  the 
attractive  values  of  real  estate,  incentives  such  as  developing  the 
mineral  estate  are  needed  to  keep  additional  ranches  from 
becoming  fractionated  and  turned  into  sub-divisions.  IPAMS  would 
strongly  contend  that  BLM's  description  of  the  resource  area,  as 
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being  residential  in  character  (p  1 -1 1 ) doesn’t  match  up  with  the 
self-perception  of  this  region. 

IPAMS  recommends  that  social  and  economic  analysis  incorporate 
the  same  detailed  and  thoughtful  review  as  other  aspects  of  the 
affected  environment.  Had  such  analysis  been  completed,  it  would 
be  most  evident  that  responsible  oil  and  gas  development  supports 
the  goals  and  interests  of  the  community.  And,  to  the  extent  that  oil 
and  gas  development  discourages  further  residential  development 
an  important  public  good  has  been  accomplished. 

In  twenty  or  thirty  years  oil  and  gas  development  will  have  greatly 
diminished  and  the  evidence  of  that  activity  will  be  all  but 
imperceptible.  Sub-divisions  never  go  away,  they  only  grow  and 
eventually  choke  out  the  rural  character  that  brought  them  there. 

IPAMS  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  these  comments. 
Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  if  you  have  any  questions. 


r • 


Marc  W.  Smith 

Director  of  Lands  and  Environment 


GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Final  SEIS  - January , 1999 


Page  83 


DRAFT  SEIS  COMMENTS 


Oil  & Gas  Association 


1900  Grant  Street,  Suite  510  • Denver,  Colorado  80203-4305 
303/860-0099  • fax  303/860-0310 


Claire  M.  Moseley 
Director 

Public  Lands/Exploration  & Production  Division 


September  17,  1998 


Mr.  Steve  Moore,  Oil  & Gas  Team  Leader 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  O.  Box  1009 


c x> 


CO 


Gienwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

RE:  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  on  Oil  & Gas  Leasing  & Development 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

On  behalf  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Oil  & Gas  Association  (RMOGA),  following  are 
comments  on  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  on  Oil  and  Gas 
Leasing  (SEIS)  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  (GSRA).  RMOGA  is  an  eight- 
state  trade  association  representing  hundreds  of  members,  both  independents  and 
majors,  who  account  for  90  percent  of  the  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  in 
the  Rocky  Mountain  West.  The  petroleum  industry  must  rely  upon  access  to  public 
lands  in  order  to  maintain  a viable  domestic  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development 
program.  As  such,  we  count  on  BLM  to  follow  the  guidance  it  has  been  given  over  the 
years  to  ensure  that  minimum  restrictions  are  imposed  on  public  lands  to  ensure 
adequate  protection  of  sensitive  resource  values  while  allowing  for  maximum 
opportunities  for  exploration  and  development  of  mineral  resources.  Unfortunately,  in 
the  case  of  the  GSRA  SEIS,  BLM  has  strayed  from  this  basic  standard  in  favor  of 
unnecessary,  excessive  restrictions  on  future  exploration  and  development  activities  on 
currently  unleased  lands  within  the  GSRA  and  the  recently  acquired  Naval  Oil  Shale 
Reserves  (NOSR). 

As  a land  management  agency,  BLM  has  a responsibility  to  draw  upon  its  expertise,  as 
well  as  scientific  information  and  findings,  to  formulate  a sensible  land  use  plan  which 
carries  forward  the  legally  mandated  multiple-use  philosophy  of  public  land 
management.  In  so  doing,  BLM  must  also  comply  with  the  analytical  requirements  of 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  In  our  view,  BLM  has  failed  to  prepare 
an  unbiased  and  reasonable  RMP  amendment.  Moreover,  BLM  seems  to  have 
disregarded  its  own  Supplemental  Program  Guidance  requirements.  BLM’s  proposed 
change  in  management  to  profoundly  increase  restrictions  on  all  oil  and  gas  activities 
appears  arbitrary  and  aimed  at  ignoring  the  fact  that  oil  and  gas  development  is  a 
legitimate,  albeit  temporary,  use  of  public  lands. 
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GSRA  SEIS  on  Oil  & Gas  Leasing 
RMOGA  Comments 
September  17,  1998 

Page  2 


Supplemental  Program  Guidance  for  Fluid  Minerals,  BLM  Manual  1624, 

The  above-referenced  SPG  requires  BLM  to  display  on  maps  which  areas  will  be  open 
to  development  and  which  will  be  closed.  Further,  maps  are  to  be  provided  identifying 
which  areas  will  be  open  subject  to  Standard  Terms  and  Conditions,  Seasonal  or  Other 
Minor  Constraints,  No  Surface  Occupancy  and  Similar  Major  Constraints  and  Closed  to 
Leasing.  Previous  planning  documents  have  tabulated  these  stipulation  categories  and 
displayed  them  in  table  form  in  the  EIS.  Although  BLM  has  provided  resource  maps, 
none  of  the  other  required  maps  or  tables  have  been  included  in  the  SEIS.  And  while 
BLM  has  haphazardly  provided  some  commentary  on  restrictions  and  their  locations,  it 
is  nearly  impossible  for  the  public  to  correlate  such  information  to  their  precise  locations 
by  alternative.  Consequently,  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  fully  analyze  the  SEIS  in  the 
detail  required  to  submit  complete  comments. 

The  SPG  also  directs  planning  documents  to  clearly  demonstrate  the  need  for 
restrictions.  It  must  be  specifically  shown  that  less  restrictive  measures  were 
considered  but  found  inadequate  to  protect  the  resource  in  question.  The  Manual 
states: 

“If  closure  or  major  operating  constraint  is  discretionary  with  the  Bureau,  the  supporting 
record  should  evidence  that  (1)  less  restrictive  measures  were  considered  but  found 
inadequate  to  provide  appropriate  protection  for  other  resource  values  which  cannot 
share  land  use  with  fluid  mineral  development  or  be  accommodated  on  other  lands  for 
the  duration  of  possible  land  use  for  development  and  which  are  determined  through 
the  planning  process  to  be  deserving  of  protection...” 

The  possibility  that  conflicts  may  exist  between  certain  uses  and  values  does  not 
necessarily  warrant  the  use  of  severe  constraints  on  all  activities.  An  examination  of 
the  resource's  needs  and  the  envisioned  conflicts  between  it  and  oil  and  gas  activities 
should  be  presented  and  carefully  discussed.  However,  BLM  has  not  offered  adequate 
justification  in  the  SEIS  to  warrant  the  proposed  increase  in  mitigation  requirements. 
BLM  should  describe  the  various  management  options  available,  including  the  less 
restrictive  protection  measures,  in  order  to  demonstrate  why  a certain  management 
approach  is  being  proposed.  Such  justification  was  not  achieved  in  the  SEIS  due  to  an 
inadequate  range  of  alternatives  and  a failure  to  clearly  demonstrate  a need  for  change. 
For  example,  the  stipulation  for  steep  slopes  is  the  same  in  both  the  maximum 
protection  and  proposed  action  alternatives.  Other  similar  stipulation  uses  occur  among 
all  alternatives.  As  a result,  we  do  not  believe  the  SEIS  has  met  the  analytical 
specifications  of  the  SPG  nor  the  requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  with  regard  to  an  adequate  range  of  alternatives  nor  public  disclosure. 
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Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  (NOSR) 

The  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  FY  1998  transferred  the  56,000  acres 
contained  within  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  located  in  northwest  Colorado  to  BLM. 
The  purpose  of  the  transfer  was  to  maximize  development  in  the  NOSRs  by  leasing 
these  lands  to  private  industry  as  soon  as  possible.  While  the  law  indicates  the  NOSR 
Production  Area  previously  developed  by  DOE  must  be  leased  within  one  year  of  the 
law's  enactment,  it  also  requires  BLM  to  lease  the  remaining  44,000  acres  as  soon  as 
possible.  BLM  has  ignored  this  charge  by  limiting  the  analysis  in  this  SEIS  to  the 
11,590  acre  NOSR  Production  Area.  While  BLM  included  the  entire  NOSR  acreage  in 
Chapter  3,  Affected  Environment,  it  failed  to  include  this  acreage  in  any  of  the 
management  alternatives  or  environmental  analyses. 

It  is  irresponsible  for  BLM  to  limit  its  analysis  to  a small  portion  of  the  area  the  agency 
has  been  directed  to  lease  as  soon  as  possible.  Such  a decision  seems  to  reveal 
BLM’s  lack  of  commitment  to  following  the  intent  of  the  above  referenced  law.  It  also 
demonstrates  the  astonishing  lack  of  fiscal  responsibility  that  has  become  more  and 
more  common  place  throughout  the  federal  government.  Clearly,  it  is  a waste  of  time 
and  money  not  to  plan  for  entire  area  without  delay. 

We  are,  therefore,  forced  to  believe  BLM  chose  this  course  of  action  for  a specific 
reason.  BLM  has  stated  that,  outside  the  NOSR  areas,  nearly  all  of  the  Region  IV 
portion  of  the  study  area  is  currently  under  lease.  Evidently,  BLM  means  to  use  the 
NOSR  acreage,  intended  for  development  by  Congress,  to  offset  development  activities 
which  will  likely  occur  on  already  leased  federal  lands  or  private  lands.  Obviously,  BLM 
is  focusing  all  its  future  mitigation  efforts  on  that  relatively  small  area.  One  would 
suspect  that  if  DOE  had  known  the  agency’s  intent,  it  would  not  have  transferred  these 
lands  to  BLM.  Moreover,  neither  industry  nor  the  state  would  have  supported  such  a 
transfer. 

Resource  Concerns 

RMOGA  is  strongly  opposed  to  the  wildlife  constraints  BLM  has  proposed  to  place  on 
future  leases  within  Region  IV.  It  appears  BLM  has  allowed  the  Colorado  Department 
of  Wildlife  (CDOW)  to  impose  its  single  use  management  emphasis  on  multiple  use 
BLM  lands.  For  example,  many  new  categories  of  wildlife  areas  are  addressed  which 
have  no  precedent  in  previous  land  management  plans,  including  the  1991  Colorado 
Oil  & Gas  Leasing  & Development  EIS.  These  new  categories  involve  seclusion  areas, 
fall  concentration  areas,  severe  winter  range,  summer  range,  and  production  areas. 

It  is  unfair  to  force  the  petroleum  industry  to  bear  the  burden  of  CDOWs  wildlife 
problems  and  management  objectives.  The  SEIS  indicates  mule  deer  are  declining 
due  to  burgeoning  elk  populations.  While  we  concede  the  importance  of  this  dilemma, 
industry  should  not  be  held  accountable  for  a situation  completely  outside  its  control. 
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Furthermore,  it  has  been  the  experience  of  our  members  that  deer  and  elk  both 
habituate  to  established  uses  in  developed  areas.  RMOGA  has  several  photographs 
provided  us  by  our  members  which  show  deer  and  elk  browsing  around  active  facilities, 
including  areas  where  flaring  is  occurring.  While  some  type  of  seasonal  consideration 
to  wildlife  needs  in  areas  with  high  potential  for  development  may  be  warranted,  the 
restrictions  proposed  in  the  SEIS  are  excessive. 

No  surface  occupancy  (NSO)  in  wildlife  seclusion  areas  is  extreme.  In  the  past, 
seasonal  restrictions  have  sufficed  to  protect  high  value  big  game  areas.  Moreover, 
exceptions  were  granted  based  upon  an  area’s  seasonal  occupancy  by  wildlife.  We 
object  that  BLM  has  abandoned  this  reasonable  practice  in  favor  of  a rigid  restriction 
which  allows  no  flexibility. 

NSO  on  20  percent  of  the  study  area  purportedly  to  protect  steep  slopes  is  also 
unnecessary.  A Controlled  Surface  Use  (CSU)  stipulation  would  be  more  than 
adequate  to  avoid  impacts  on  site  productivity,  control  surface  runoff  and  reduce 
erosion.  Obviously,  if  an  area  is  impossible  to  access,  industry  will  not  be  interested  in 
locating  a well  there  anyway. 

NSO  along  “Sensitive  Viewsheds"  along  the  I 70  corridor  is  unreasonable.  A CSU 
stipulation  would  surely  provide  BLM  with  the  management  options  required  to  protect 
travelers’  views  from  their  cars  as  they  speed  down  the  interstate  highway.  I 70  is  not, 
to  our  knowledge,  a scenic  by-way.  It  should  not  be  managed  as  one. 

We  do  not  subscribe  to  the  theory  put  forth  in  the  EIS  that  BLM  must  look  beyond 
actual  surface  disturbance  when  making  determinations  as  to  what  activities  should  be 
allowed  to  occur  because  it  does  not  appear  to  take  into  consideration  the  limited 
nature  of  such  impacts.  We  acknowledge  there  are  some  indirect  impacts  from  oil  and 
gas  activities;  however,  they  are  predominantly  temporary  in  nature.  Activity  associated 
with  exploration  is  temporary,  construction  activities  are  temporary  as  are  production 
activities,  which  are  also  less  intrusive  than  some  other  activities.  Only  the  careful 
reclamation  done  on  disturbed  sites,  including  roads  no  longer  needed  when  a field  is 
depleted,  is  permanent. 

The  oil  and  gas  industry  in  northwest  Colorado  has  certainly  shown  its  dedication  to 
working  with  BLM  to  minimize  any  disturbances  or  impacts  associated  with  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  development  activities.  BLM’s  proposition  to  impose  excessive 
stipulations  on  future  leasing  in  the  study  area  is  unwarranted.  The  standard  which 
must  be  met  relates  to  the  need  to  avoid  unnecessary  and  undue  degradation  of  the 
resource  in  question.  While  operators  are  willing  to  work  with  BLM  to  lessen  direct  and 
indirect  impacts  resulting  from  oil  and  gas  operations,  there  may  be  occasions  where 
necessary  and  due  impacts  are  the  result  of  legitimate  activities  stemming  from 
established  legal  rights. 
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One  last  comment  is  that  we  were  under  the  impression  BLM  was  moving  toward 
performance  based  stipulations,  essentially  eliminating  highly  prescriptive  stipulations, 
such  as  those  embodied  in  the  SEIS.  Colorado’s  White  River  Resource  Area  is  leading 
that  pilot  effort  Bureau-wide.  It  seems  odd  that  an  adjacent  resource  area  is  ignoring 
this  effort. 

In  conclusion,  RMOGA  urges  BLM  to  reconsider  its  proposed  action.  We  believe  a 
new,  less  restrictive  alternative  should  be  developed  for  public  review  and  comment 
prior  to  preparing  the  final  SEIS.  We  strongly  urge  BLM  to  use  a more  reasonable 
approach  to  resource  concerns  in  this  effort. 

RMOGA  appreciates  this  opportunity  to  provide  you  with  our  views.  Please  do  not 
hesitate  to  contact  me  with  any  questions  regarding  our  comments. 


Sincerely, 


cc:  Patrick  A.  Shea  - BLM  Director 

Ann  Morgan,  Colorado  BLM  State  Director 
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San  Juan  Citizens  Alliance 

Organizing  for  the  people  and  the  land  of  the  San  ]uan  Basin 

— — ' 


September  15,  1998 
Steve  Moore 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602-1009 
Dear  Mr.  Moore, 

On  behalf  of  the  San  Juan  Citizens  Alliance,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS)  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area. 

As  a matter  of  introduction,  the  Alliance  is  a non-profit  citizens  organization  based  in  Durango. 

The  group  was  founded  in  1986  and  has  worked  diligently  for  social,  economic  and  environmental 
justice  since  its  formation.  We  have  addressed  issues  sur  rounding  lire  development  of  oil  and  gas 
since  1988  and  strongly  support  the  careful  and  responsible  extraction  of  our  country’s  natural 
resources.  In  many  cases,  oil  and  gas  development  presents  serious  threats  to  air  and  water 
quality,  wildlife  habitat,  surface  rights,  and  public  health,  safety,  and  welfare.  While  it  is  in  the 
national  interest  to  have  an  available  supply  of  oil  and  gas,  it  is  also  in  the  national  interest  to 
protect  our  wildlife,  our  people,  and  our  land  - in  short,  our  environment.  As  stewards  of  our 
public  lands,  the  BLM  must  take  every  precaution  to  ensure  that  the  interests  of  the  industry  and 
the  environment  are  carefully  balanced  as  you  make  a decision  about  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area. 

Here  are  some  of  our  specific  concerns  on  the  DSEIS: 

• The  Alliance  is  very  concerned  about  the  extent  of  areas  proposed  for  leasing  in  the  DSEIS. 

In  addition  to  excluding  leasing  in  wilderness  study  areas,  the  BLM  should  not  allow  oil  and  gas 
leasing  in  the  King  Mountain  and  Castle  Peak  areas.  The  BLM  should  also  not  allow'  leasing  in 
riparian  areas,  mule  deer  habitat  and  calving  and  breeding  grounds,  critical  winter  range,  sage 
grouse  habitat,  and  all  roadless  areas. 

• The  BLM  should  require  all  new  leases  to  include  language  that  prohibits  drilling  until 
adequate  suiveys  are  conducted  to  determine  what  natural  values  are  present  (especially  wildlife 
and  their  habitat). 

• The  DSEIS  docs  not  take  into  account  the  increase  in  well  spacing  density  recently 
approved  by  the  Colorado  Oil  & Gas  Conservation  Commission  (COGCC).  The  draft  analyzes 
potential  surface  impacts  based  on  well  densities  of  2 to  A w'clls  per  section.  The  new  spacing 
rules  allow  up  to  32  wells  per  section.  The  BLM  must  now  reevaluate  the  cumulative  impacts  of 
potential  full  field  development 

1 

Office  location:  863  1/2  Main  Avenue  • Mailing  Address:  P.O.  Box  2461  • Durango,  Colorado  81302 
Phone:  970/259-3583  • Fax:  970/259-8303  • E-mail:  glachelt@fone.net 


GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Final  SEIS  — January,  1999 


Page  89 


DRAFT  SEIS  COMMENTS 


SEP  17  98  THU  2:36  PM  . SAN  JUAN  CITIZENS  ALLIA  FAX  NO.  970  259  8303 


• An  adequate  bond  must  be  levied  on  each  oil  and  gas  company  to  ensure  that  well  site 
reclamation  and  revegetation  is  carried  out  should  the  company  fail  to  do  so. 

• In  the  BLM’s  preferred  alternative,  the  new  lease  requirements  to  avoid  wetlands  and  areas 
with  highly  erosive  soils  have  been  weakened  considerably.  The  Alliance  urges  the  BLM  to 
strengthen  the  new  lease  requirements. 

For  the  reasons  listed  above,  the  urges  the  BLM  to  select  the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  for 
oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  as  outlined  in  the  draft 

Please  call  with  any  questions  or  comments. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  BLM’s  planning  process. 


Sincerely, 


Dan  Randolph 
Oil  & Gas  Task  Force 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attn:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

RE:  Comments  - Draft  Supplemental  EIS 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

In  response  to  your  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  covering  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  development  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  Snyder  Oil  Corporation 
(“SOCO")  makes  the  following  comments. 

SOCO  recommends  the  Continuation  of  Current  Management  (“CCM”)  Alternative  for  the  following 
reasons.  The  subjects  discussed  below  are  numbered  in  accordance  with  the  numbering  and  order 
of  appearance  in  Chapter  4:  Environmental  Consequences. 

4.3  Vegetation.  This  section  deals  mainly  with  riparian  and  wetland  vegetation.  SOCO’s  support 
for  the  CCM  Alternative  is  based  upon  two  statements  from  the  Draft  SEIS,  namely,  from  Section 
4.3.1 .,  “Oil  and  Gas  activities  have  probably  caused  little  impact  to  riparian  areas  in  Region  4 when 
compared  to  other  types  of  human  disturbance”,  and  from  Section  4. 3. 2.1.,  “Assuming  the  same 
proportion  (of  future  locations  in  riparian  areas),  we  can  estimate  the  amount  of  riparian  acreage  that 
will  be  impacted  for  the  life  of  the  plan  at  about  189  acres,  an  additional  5%  of  riparian  habitat, 
bringing  the  total  acreage  directly  affected  by  development  on  the  federal  mineral  estate  to  about 
8%”.  SOCO  believes  this  possible  incremental  increase  to  be  less  significant  than  the  corresponding 
value  of  production  of  the  hydrocarbon  resource  to  the  public,  and  the  acreage  figure  cited  may  well 
be  an  aggressive  estimate. 


4.5  Wildlife.  SOCO  strongly  believes  that  current  wildlife  management  tools  in  place  such  as  CSUs, 
NSOs,  TLs,  and  LNs  are  working  as  intended,  and  SOCO  supports  adoption  of  the  CCM  Alternative. 
To  quote  directly  from  Section  4. 5. 3.2.,  since  oil  and  gas  activity  began  in  Region  4,  disturbance  and 
habitat  loss  of  mule  deer  winter  range  “amounts  to  less  than  one  percent  of  total  mule  deer  winter 
range”,  and  “0.5%  of  disturbance  and  habitat  loss”  of  total  elk  winter  range.  SOCO  agrees  with  the 
statement  in  Section  4. 5.4.1.  that  “The  most  important  wildlife  protections  to  be  pursued  through 
voluntary  agreements  and  COAs  include  timing  limitations  and  protection  of  high  value  habitat 
areas....”. 
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4.6  Special  Status  Species.  Given  the  BLM’s  admitted  lack  of  hard  data  about  these  species 
populations  in  Region  4,  SOCO  believes  that  Standard  Lease  Terms  and  Conditions  will  serve  to 
protect  them.  If  viable  information  is  obtained  from  site  specific  analysis  and  if  that  analysis 
supports  a determination  of  undue  and  unnecessary  degradation,  then  those  impacts  should  be 
handled  through  COAs.  As  such,  SOCO  supports  the  CCM  Alternative  relative  to  Special  Status 
Species. 


4.8  Soils.  SOCO  agrees  with  the  statement  in  Section  4.4.2. 1.  that  “Over  the  next  20  years, 
urbanization  of  private  land  is  anticipation  to  continue  and  would  disturb  far  greater  acreage  than  that 
anticipated  from  oil  and  gas  development  on  BLM  administered  land”.  In  addition,  the  Colorado 
Oil  and  Gas  Conservation  Commission  (“COGCC”)  has  a very  specific  soil  segregation  and 
reclamation  policy  dealing  with  soil  disturbance  from  well  pads.  The  Draft  SEIS  itself  concludes 
in  Article  4.8.4,  “The  cumulative  effect  with  the  continuation  of  current  management  on  the  soils 
from  oil  and  gas  development  on  public  land  and  on  split  estate  property  in  the  GSRA  will  be 
minimal”.  For  these  reasons,  SOCO  supports  the  CCM  Alternative. 


4.9  Water.  In  terms  of  Surface  Water,  the  Draft  SEIS  CCM  Alternative  and  Proposed  Action 
Alternative  are  nearly  identical.  As  to  Groundwater,  Section  4. 9. 2.2  states  that  “Little  impact  to 
groundwater  resources  resources  is  anticipated  from  BLM-approved  operations  under  all 
alternatives.  BLM,  COGCC,  and  operators  all  implement  procedures  to  protect  the  groundwater 
resource”.  That  being  the  case,  SOCO  perceives  no  need  for  increased  regulation  of  this  area  and 
supports  the  CCM  Alternative. 


4.11  Recreation.  SOCO  strongly  objects  to  the  Proposed  Action  to  protect  non-motorized 
recreation  with  NSOs  in  areas  outside  special  recreation  management  areas  and  ACECs.  Hikers  and 
backpackers  have  absolutely  no  exclusive  special  rights  whatsoever  in  law  or  by  regulation  on  most 
of  the  federal  land  typically  the  subject  of  an  APD  or  an  Expression  of  Interest  for  Leasing.  There 
are  public  lands  protected  by  many  other  means  that  afford  ample  recreational  opportunities, 
although  many  of  these  protected  public  lands  do  contain  roads.  SOCO  supports  the  CCM 
Alternative  over  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative  because  we  do  not  believe  that  the  presence  of 
development  on  federal  lands  negates  the  land’s  recreational  values. 


4.12  Visual  Resources.  SOCO  supports  the  CCM  Alternative  and  strongly  opposes  the  adoption 
of  more  rigorous  VRM  objectives  and  standards  set  forth  in  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative.  The 
standard  that  is  seemingly  being  applied  is  that  natural  gas  well  sites  are  visually  objectionable  by 
definition.  This  is  subjective,  obviously  a matter  of  personal  preference,  and  is  false.  SOCO 
certainly  supports  the  use  of  natural  flat  paint  schemes  which  blend  facilities  with  natural 
surroundings  when  necessary,  as  can  be  provided  under  the  CCM  Alternative. 
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4.15  Wilderness.  As  you  are  aware,  the  legality  of  the  means  by  which  special  interest  group 
“conservationists”  have  proposed  wilderness  reviews,  in  consort  with  government  agencies  or  not, 
in  other  areas  of  Colorado,  is  currently  the  subject  of  a lawsuit  styled  Marathon  Oil  Company  vs. 
Babbit,  et  al,  filed  in  United  States  District  Court.  SOCO  supports  the  CCM  Alternative  with  the 
request  that  the  final  document  delete  all  references  in  this  Section  to  “conservationists  proposed 
add-on  wilderness  areas”,  until  the  courts  have  determined  whether  or  not  these  activities  are  legal. 
In  addition,  SOCO  opposes  any  new  NSO  designations  on  lands  previously  in  WSAs,  but  later 
released  by  Congress  for  uses  other  than  wilderness,  because  we  believe  an  adequate  justification 
for  the  NSO  would  not  have  been  made. 


4.17  Transportation.  Our  only  comment  on  this  Section  is  that  there  is  inevitably  a decline  in  the 
relationship  between  number  of  wells  drilled  and  miles  of  roads  built  since  density  of  development 
usually  causes  a use  of  existing  field  roads  to  access  new  locations  within  the  given  producing  area. 


4.18  Social  and  Economic.  Based  upon  SOCO’s  experience  as  an  operator,  the  number  of  local 
overhead,  production,  and  maintenance  employees  in  the  area  will  very  likely  increase  over  time, 
while  the  number  of  drilling  and  completion  personnel  will  remain  constant,  subject  to  seasonal 
fluctuations.  An  increase  in  service  company  employment  will  most  likely  occur  over  time  as  well. 


4.20  Minerals.  SOCO  generally  supports  the  CCM  Alternative,  without  the  assumption  that 
directional  drilling  from  existing  pads  would  be  economically  viable.  The  experiences  of  the  few 
operators  in  the  area  that  have  tried  directional  drilling  to  date  indicate  that  it  is  not.  We  refer  to 
Vessel's  wells  drilled  on  the  Swanson  property  in  Gibson  Gulch  II  Unit  in  T6S-R91 W. 


In  conclusion,  we  would  like  to  comment  on  several  other  points.  First,  SOCO  objects  very  strongly 
to  Lease  Notice  No.  3 under  the  Proposed  Action  Alternative.  While  most  operators  in  the  area, 
including  SOCO,  have  shown  a willingness  to  work  on  a voluntary  basis  to  reduce  impacts  on 
wildlife,  we  oppose  a mandate  that  would  hold  an  APD  hostage  to  a habitat  protection  plan  designed 
by  the  Colorado  Division  of  Wildlife.  Lease  stipulations  have  worked  well  in  the  GSRA  and 
throughout  the  region.  Additionally,  a development  plan  presupposes  specific  geologic  knowledge 
that  no  operator  has  prior  to  actual  drilling. 

Second,  the  implication  is  made  in  the  document  that  added  protection  is  needed  on  private  lands. 
A COA  is  proposed  concerning  “working  in  residential  areas".  In  addition,  early  in  the  draft  the 
document  states  that  BLM  regulations  “ensure  the  private  landowners  of  protection  when  the  federal 
minerals  are  extracted”.  SOCO  believes  that  the  COGCC  has  extensive  rules  and  pre-emptive 
jurisdiction  in  those  areas. 


U:\USERS\PJOI  INSONM  Y DOCS'GTS'GSEIS.  DOC 


GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Final  SEIS  — January,  1999 


Page  93 


DRAFT  SEIS  COMMENTS 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
September  16,  1998 
Page  4 of  4 


Finally,  we  look  upon  the  BLM’s  multiple  use  directive  as  its  prime  directive,  and  we  are  hopeful 
that  you  will  consider  it  to  be  so  in  the  GSRA  office.  We  believe  that  it  has  been  in  the  past.  Thank 
you  for  considering  SOCO’s  comments  in  the  preparation  of  the  final  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and 
Development  SEIS. 


Very  truly  yours, 


Senior  Landman 
Rocky  Mountain  Region 
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Oil  and  Gas  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
50629  Highway  6 & 24 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  8 1 602 


November  20,  1998 


NOV  2 3 1998 


Re:  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  and  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves 


Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

We  at  Tom  Brown,  Inc.,  KN  Energy,  Inc.,  and  their  joint  affiliate  Wildhorse  Energy  Partners,  LLC 
sincerely  appreciate  the  knowledge  and  consideration  that  you  and  your  staff  have  devoted  to  the 
preparation  of  this  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS).  We  feel  that  the  BLM 
has  approached  this  process  in  a tough  but  fair  manner  and  the  results  are  evidenced  in  the  majority  of 
your  conclusions.  We  hope  to  continue  the  excellent  working  relationship  that  we  have  developed  with 
the  BLM  and  the  community  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  (GSRA)  into  the  future. 

After  reviewing  this  Draft  SEIS  we  would  like  to  provide  you  with  the  following  comments. 

Tom  Brown,  Inc.,  KN  Energy,  and  Wildhorse  support  the  adoption  of  the  Continuation  of  Current 
Management  Alternative  (CCM)  over  the  Proposed  Action  (PA)  Alternative  as  the  most  appropriate  and 
complete  mechanism  for  achieving  the  desired  objectives  stated  in  the  Purpose  and  Need  chapter  of  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Draft  SEIS. 

In  our  analysis  of  Chapter  4 (Environmental  Consequences),  the  potential  impacts  of  both  the  CCM  and 
the  PA  do  not  meet  the  requirements  of  “significance”  or  “reasonableness”  under  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA). 

Under  NEPA,  “significance”  requires  that  the  PA  be  considered  for  both  “context”  and  “intensity.” 
“Context”  is  defined  in  Subsection  (a)  of  Section  1508.27  of  the  NEPA  Regulations  to  mean  “that  the 
significance  of  an  action  must  be  analyzed  in  several  contexts  such  as  society  as  a whole  (human, 
national),  the  affected  region,  the  effected  interests,  and  the  locality.”  We  feel  that  variances  in  the 
potential  impacts  noted  throughout  this  document,  between  the  PA  and  the  CCM  do  not  meet  the 
significance  requirements. 

We  strongly  feel  that  the  “human  environment”  has  not  been  adequately  taken  into  consideration.  As 
defined  under  Section  1508.14  of  the  NEPA  Regulations,  “When  an  environmental  impact  statement  is 
prepared,  and  economic  or  social  and  natural  or  physical  environmental  effects  are  interrelated,  then  the 
environmental  impact  statement  will  discuss  all  of  these  effects  on  the  human  environment.”  We  feel  that 
the  BLM  has  not  looked  at  the  economic,  social,  as  well  as  the  environmental  benefits  of  further  oil  and 
gas  activity  in  the  GSRA  region. 
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Sub-section  (b)  of  1508.27  of  the  NEPA  Regulations  “refers  to  the  seventy  of  impact.”  It  is  our  belief  that 
the  seventy  of  the  impacts  that  would  result  from  the  adoption  of  the  CCM  does  not  warrant  the  advocacy 
of  the  PA.  Under  most  categories  in  the  Environmental  Consequences  chapter,  the  impacts  of  further  oil 
and  gas  development  in  the  region  would  result  in  less  than  a ten  percent  affect  on  the  total  habitat,  air 
quality,  or  wildlife  species  in  question  within  Region  4. 

“Reasonableness”  requires  that  a sufficient  ground  of  explanation  or  a “logical  basis”  accompany  the 
selection  of  a proposed  alternative.  A potential  adverse  impact  may  not  be  reasonably  foreseeable  if  that 
impact  only  arises  from  a hypothesis  that  leads  to  endless  unproductive  speculation.  It  is  our  opinion  that 
the  BLM  based  its  decision  to  support  the  PA  over  the  CCM  on  many  unfounded  hypotheses  that  cannot 
be  backed  by  scientific  or  readily  observable  evidence. 

With  this  in  mind,  the  provisions  in  the  PA  for  further  constraints  on  oil  and  gas  development  lack 
justification.  There  is  evidence  throughout  this  document  that  given  the  current  application  of  mitigation 
measures  under  the  CCM  Alternative,  the  environmental  degradation  has  been  kept  to  an  acceptable  level 
in  the  eyes  of  the  BLM.  In  many  ways,  this  is  the  result  of  a good  working  relationship  between  the  BLM, 
the  oil  and  gas  industry,  and  private  landowners.  Members  of  the  oil  and  gas  industry  in  Region  4 have 
fostered  an  attitude  of  stewardship  and  have  developed  a pattern  of  exceeding  the  minimum  requirements 
for  environmental  protection. 

As  an  example  of  the  developing  relationship  between  Tom  Brown,  Inc.  and  the  BLM  in  the  GSRA, 
reclamation  standards  have  been  established  within  the  last  two  years  that  are  practical  and  attainable,  and 
have  resulted  in  exceptional  reclamation  results  on  recent  projects.  This  is  a result  of  BLM’s  thorough 
knowledge  of  reclamation  techniques  in  this  area  and  Tom  Brown’s  implementation  of  these  techniques. 

The  effects  of  lessened  oil  and  gas  development,  which  would  occur  if  the  PA  Alternative  is  chosen, 
needs  to  be  further  explored.  As  stated  in  Section  1508.8  of  the  NEPA  Regulations,  “effects  may  also 
include  those  resulting  from  actions,  which  may  have  both  beneficial  and  detrimental  effects.”  Due  to  the 
fact  that  development  of  oil  and  natural  gas  has  less  of  a negative  environmental  impact  than  other  forms 
of  mineral  extraction,  we  believe  that  the  BLM  should  explore  the  “effects”  associated  with  oil  and  gas 
development  in  a beneficial  light. 

An  atmosphere  of  cooperation  can  be  seriously  jeopardized  when  unusually  onerous  regulations  are 
applied  in  a non-uniform  manner  across  a region  without  regard  for  the  resource  value  and  sensitivities. 
Examples  of  what  we  see  as  uniform  restrictions  that  fail  to  account  for  the  natural  variations  contained 
within  this  resource  area  include  those  listed  below. 


4.2  Climate  and  Air  Quality 


It  is  our  belief  that  the  CCM  will  provide  adequate  protection  for  the  climate  and  air  quality  in  the  GSRA 
and  surrounding  communities.  This  is  based  on  the  fact  that,  as  stated  in  the  Draft  SEIS,  “No  significant, 
adverse  impacts  to  climate  (air  quality)  are  anticipated  from  the  implementation  of  the  PA  or 
Alternatives”  (page  4-2).  These  two  alternatives  include  the  CCM  option. 

Even  with  no  significant  adverse  impacts  anticipated,  we  feel  the  estimated  emissions,  and  subsequent 
alleged  impacts,  are  based  on  inaccurate  or  over-estimated  assumptions.  The  “worst-case”  scenario 
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assumed  by  the  BLM  in  the  SEIS  does  not  represent  current  practices  used  in  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  For 
instance,  on  page  4-2  under  section  4.2,  the  document  states  that  the  amount  of  compression  would 
increase  from  12,000  to  32,000  hp  on  a field-wide  basis;  consequently,  operation  emissions  would 
increase.  We  feel  that  this  is  an  inaccurate  assumption  because  the  compression  rate  is  not  necessarily 
based  on  the  number  of  wells,  but  rather  on  the  rate  of  gas  production.  The  gas  production  rate  vanes  over 
a well's  lifetime,  with  peak  production  occumng  at  and  shortly  after  start-up.  Generally,  a 75%  drop  in 
well  production  is  seen  in  the  first  one  to  two  years  of  operation.  Hence,  basing  annual  emissions  on  the 
start-up  concentration  generates  excessive  emissions  estimates  and  is  not  typical  practice.  Even  the 
Colorado  Department  of  Public  Health  and  Environment,  Air  Pollution  Control  Division  (CDPHE-APCD 
or  APCD),  the  government  agency  tasked  with  administering  air  quality  procedures,  recognizes  this 
scenario  by  including  terminology  and  flexibility  in  their  permitting  process  to  account  for  these 
temporarily  higher  emissions. 

Additionally,  the  BLM  assumes  that  each  compressor  will  be  operated  full  time  at  100%  capacity.  It  is 
generally  poor  engineering  practice  to  operate  a compressor  at  full  capacity  due  to  maintenance 
requirements.  Additionally,  the  demand  for  100%  usage  does  not  exist  except  for  occasionally  at  start-up 
as  descnbed  above. 

In  addition,  it  is  a well-documented  fact  that  natural  gas  provides  a cleaner,  more  environmentally 
friendly  form  of  fuel  for  vehicles,  electric  generation,  and  myriad  other  uses.  The  BLM  should 
incorporate  this  into  its  analysis  of  air  quality,  and  analyze  the  possible  benefits  that  could  be  derived 
from  the  burning  of  natural  gas,  as  opposed  to  “dirtier”  forms  of  fuel.  Current  oil  and  gas  practices  also 
incorporate  the  use  of  natural  gas  as  the  fuel  for  the  majority  of  well-site  compressors.  The  APCD  also 
has  special  provisions  for  fuel  burning  equipment  that  uses  natural  gas  as  its  fuel  in  acknowledgement  of 
the  lower  emission  rates  achieved  with  the  use  of  this  fuel. 

On  page  4-2,  it  is  stated  that  “four  per  cent  of  the  proposed  wells  would  require  installation  of  Best 
Available  Control  Technology  (BACT)  (combustion  controls)  to  minimize  fugitive  volatile  organic 
compounds.”  While  emphasizing  the  use  of  combustion  controls,  the  APCD  also  recognizes  that 
technological  or  economic  limitations  of  a particular  control  to  an  emissions  unit  may  “make  the 
imposition  of  an  emissions  standard  infeasible.”  (Common  Provisions  Regulation,  Colorado  Air  Quality 
Control  Commission,  Revision  Adopted  12/21/95,  page  13).  Hence,  APCD  also  allows  for  operational 
and  work  practice  modifications  to  be  applied  at  BACT  in  order  to  reduce  emissions.  BACT  can  include 
operating  at  no  more  than  a given  percentage  under  100%,  modified  operations  after  start-up,  and 
changing  fuel-use  to  a cleaner  fuel.  As  described  above,  these  operational  modifications  are  already 
standard  practice  in  the  oil  and  gas  industry.  Hence,  the  CCM  Alternative  is  already  supported  by 
conditions  stipulated  by  APCD. 

Air  quality  effects  as  a result  of  oil  and  gas  activity  will  be  negligible  with  respect  to  the  other  activity  in 
the  GSRA,  including  uncontrolled  truck  and  auto  traffic  along  1-70;  unregulated  and  uncontrolled  rail 
traffic  on  this  major  rail  route;  and  residential  and  commercial  growth  activities  and  the  associated 
furnace,  water  heater,  etc.  emissions.  Any  adverse  effects  to  the  Class  I area  should  include  these  factors 
in  addition  to  the  comparatively  minor  emissions  from  the  oil  and  gas  activities  in  the  area. 
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4.3.1  Riparian  and  Wetlands 

Due  to  the  small  number  of  riparian  areas  that  could  potentially  be  impacted  within  the  GSRA  and  the 
NOSR,  combined  with  the  fact  that  “oil  and  gas  activities  have  probably  caused  little  impact  to  riparian 
areas  in  Region  4 when  compared  to  other  types  of  human  disturbance”  (page  4-5),  the  CCM  option 
makes  the  most  sense  from  a practical  standpoint.  This  point  is  exacerbated  by  the  fact  that  there  are  no 
clear  estimates  of  how  much  riparian  acreage  would  be  affected  under  the  PA  Alternative.  The  SEIS 
states,  “There  would  be  some  unavoidable  loss  of  important  riparian  habit  in  localized  areas”  (page  4-8). 
However,  the  document  fails  to  give  an  estimate  of  the  amount  of  habitat  that  may  be  impacted.  How  can 
the  BLM  support  the  PA  over  the  CCM  without  an  adequate  comparison  of  the  alternatives? 

Under  the  CCM,  the  document  states  that  approximately  1 89  acres  of  riparian  habitat  will  be  disturbed. 
We  feel  however,  that  this  estimate  may  be  overstated  because  it  does  not  take  into  consideration  some  of 
the  voluntary  efforts  listed  on  page  4-6  under  4.3.2. 1.  Those  mitigation  measures  include:  the  rounding  of 
pad  comers,  moving  wellpads  and  roads  to  the  flattest  terrain  possible,  and  avoiding  placing  facilities 
directly  in  the  riparian  zone. 


4.5  Wildlife 


We  feel  the  CCM  is  the  most  effective  method  of  meeting  the  BLM’s  wildlife  protection  goals. 
Conditions  of  Approval  (COAs),  Controlled  Surface  Use  stipulations  (CSUs),  Timing  Limitations  (TLs) 
and  Lease  Notices  (LNs),  can  be  used  to  add  another  layer  of  environmental  protection  when  necessary. 

Prescribing  a reasonable  baseline  for  resource  protection  allows  both  parties  more  flexibility  in  achieving 
their  prescribed  goals.  This  flexibility  has  been  successfully  demonstrated  when  dealing  with  potentially 
environmentally-harmful  situations  on  a case-by-case  basis.  Lor  example,  the  innovative  mitigation 
measure  quoted  in  section  4.5.2  on  page  4-10  concerning  the  320  acres  of  deer  and  elk  winter  range 
purchased  by  an  operator  to  offset  the  winter  range  that  was  disturbed  “due  to  surface  activities”  (page 
4-10).  In  the  long  run,  mutual  cooperation,  rather  than  rigid  guidelines  such  as  No  Surface  Occupancy 
(NSO)  stipulations,  go  farthest  in  achieving  the  goals  of  all  parties. 

In  the  Executive  Summary  of  the  SEIS,  under  the  wildlife  section  on  page  viii,  we  question  the  amount  of 
elk  winter  range  that  the  BLM  claims  is,  and  will  be,  impacted  as  the  result  of  further  oil  and  gas 
development.  In  the  second  paragraph  of  this  section,  it  is  stated  that  “elk  winter  range  affected  by  all  uses 
amounts  to  245,357  acres,  or  94  percent  of  the  total  elk  winter  range  in  Region  4.”  In  the  third  paragraph 
of  this  same  section,  it  is  claimed  that  “future  oil  and  gas  development  on  elk  winter  habitat  would  be  a 
direct  impact  on  2,162  acres  and  an  indirect  impact  on  14,628  acres,  representing  approximately  20 
percent  of  the  elk  winter  range  in  Region  4.”  If  these  numbers  are  correct,  the  implication  that  further 
development  in  Region  4 would  result  in  a direct  and  indirect  impact  on  1 14  percent  of  the  elk  winter 
range  is  made.  Is  this  possible? 


4.9  Water 


We  support  the  CCM  Alternative  in  that,  the  BLM.  COGCC,  and  operators  currently  implement  rigorous 
procedures  to  protect  the  groundwater.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  no  additional  regulation  of  this  issue  is 
appropriate. 
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4.10  Recreation 


We  strongly  support  the  CCM  Alternative  rather  than  the  PA  Alternative,  in  that  we  believe  the  presence 
of  oil  and  gas  operations  do  not  degrade  the  land’s  recreational  values.  Backpackers  and  hikers  have  no 
exclusive  rights  by  regulation  or  law  on  most  of  the  Federal  lands  normally  within  an  APD  or  an 
Expression  of  Interest  for  Leasing.  We  object  to  the  PA  to  issue  NSO’s  in  areas  outside  special  recreation 
management  areas  and  ACEC’s  for  non-motorized  recreation. 


4.12  Visual  Resources 


One  point  that  we  would  like  to  emphasize  regarding  the  visual  resources  in  Region  4 is  that  the  BLM 
needs  to  stress  in  this  document  the  fact  that,  in  many  cases,  the  visual  disturbance  caused  by  oil  and  gas 
drilling  and  production  activity  is  temporary.  In  many  cases,  the  area  can  return  to  near  pristine  condition 
through  proper  mitigation  and  time. 

We  object  to  the  PA  Alternative  which  sets  higher  VRM  standards.  We  support  the  CCM  Alternative 
which  allows  for  the  use  of  natural  flat  paint  colors  that  blend  production  facilities  with  the  natural 
environment.  The  PA  Alternative  is  based  on  subjective  standards  that  a natural  gas  well  is  visually 
offensive.  This  is  highly  subjective  and  a matter  of  personal  preference. 

4.17  Transportation 

On  page  4-43  in  section  4.17,  the  statement  is  made  that  “oil  and  gas  equipment  travelling  on  these  roads 
often  exceeds  the  designed  capacity  of  the  roads,  creating  safety  issues  and  requiring  extra  maintenance. 
There  may  be  substantial  new  costs  for  the  county  associated  with  this  degree  of  road  maintenance.”  We 
would  question  the  amount  and  to  what  degree  the  counties  would  have  to  pay  for  the  damages  to  roads 
due  to  increased  oil  and  gas  activity.  We  believe  that,  through  the  current  royalty  structure  and  the 
additional  taxes  per  weight  and  axle  of  the  vehicle,  any  road  damage  caused  by  vehicles  engaged  in  oil 
and  gas  related  activities  should  be  sufficiently  covered  by  monies  already  paid  by  the  operator.  In 
addition,  this  statement  does  not  take  into  consideration  the  voluntary  maintenance  and  mitigation 
measures  that  oil  and  gas  related  contractors  currently  engage  in. 

Transportation  is  another  area  in  which  the  BLM  needs  to  further  consider  the  benefits  derived  from  oil 
and  gas  development.  As  stated  in  section  4.17  on  page  4-43,  “BLM  usually  requires  the  rehabilitation 
and  closure  of  roads  related  to  the  site  unless  overriding  benefits  to  the  public  dictate  that  a road  remain 
open  for  travel.”  This  leads  us  to  believe  that  a number  of  roads  originally  constructed  for  oil  and  gas 
activity  are  being  found  to  have  beneficial  value  to  the  BLM  and  the  general  public.  We  applaud  you  on 
your  acknowledgement  of  facts  such  as,  “increased  inventory  and  recording  may  improve  the 
understanding  of  the  history  and  prehistory  of  the  region”  (page  4-39,  section  4.13),  and  “in  some 
instances,  access  to  gas  development  can  be  advantageous  in  gaining  access  to  BLM  lands  necessary  for 
achieving  big  game  harvest  objectives,  project  work  and  fire  control”  (page  4-12,  section  4.5.2). 
However,  the  BLM  should  include  in  this  document  more  detail  pertaining  to  how  roads  created  by  oil 
and  gas  activity  provide  the  public  with  benefits.  This  could  possibly  be  accomplished  through  a cost- 
benefit  analysis  exploring  the  increased  revenues  that  are  generated  from  enhanced  hunting  and  other 
recreational  activities  on  BLM  lands. 
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4.18  Social  and  Economic 


Section  1508.14  of  the  NEPA  Regulations  states:  "When  an  environmental  impact  statement  is  prepared 
and  economic  or  social  and  natural  or  physical  environmental  effects  are  interrelated,  then  the 
environmental  impact  statement  will  discuss  all  of  these  effects  on  the  human  environment."  It  is  our 
belief  that  the  BLM,  through  this  document,  has  not  taken  into  consideration  all  of  the  potential  economic 
impacts  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  the  human  environment  in  Region  4 for  a number  of  reasons: 

1 ) We  feel  that  the  employment  levels  related  to  oil  and  gas  activity  in  the  affected  areas  is  too  low, 
and  does  not  accurately  consider  the  number  of  service  employees  who  will  be  required  to 
maintain  the  new  and  existing  active  wells  in  Region  4. 

2)  The  document  states  in  section  3-18  on  page  3-48,  in  reference  to  Table  3.18-1  that:  "The  changes 
that  occurred  between  1982  and  1987  are  the  result  of  a reduced  demand  for  energy  fuel 
production  because  of  a downturn  in  prices."  We  feel  that  this  statement  falsely  implies  that  the 
market  for  natural  gas  will  decline  over  time,  causing  negative  economic  and  social  impacts  on 
the  communities  encompassing  Region  4.  This  statement  is  not  accurate  because  the  demand  for 
natural  gas,  which  has  proven  to  be  a cleaner,  more  environmentally  friendly  form  of  fuel,  is 
"projected  to  capture  a growing  share  of  total  primary  energy  consumption,  increasing  from  24 
percent  in  1996  to  27  percent  by  2015."  (GRI  1998  Projection  of  U.S.  Energy  Supply  and 
Demand  to  2015)  Also  in  this  section,  the  document  understates  the  relative  consistency  of  oil 
and  gas  development  over  the  last  10-15  years. 

3)  In  the  Purpose  and  Need  chapter,  on  page  1-1 1,  the  document  states,  "Gas  drilling  is  an  economic 
activity  that  brings  jobs,  creates  income  and  revenue,  and  requires  expenditures  for  building  and 
maintaining  infrastructure."  While  we  agree  with  this  statement,  we  feel  that  in  order  for  the  SEIS 
to  be  an  accurate  and  full  account  of  "all  of  these  effects  on  the  human  environment"  (NEPA 
Sec.  1508.14),  these  issues  need  to  be  expanded  so  as  to  take  into  account  the  potential  economic 
benefits  that  can  be  derived  from  oil  and  gas  activity.  Currently,  this  is  the  only  mention  of  any 
positive,  economic  good  that  will  result  from  further  oil  and  gas  development  in  Region  4. 

As  an  additional  note  pertaining  to  the  discussion  of  economics,  we  would  request  that  the  paragraph(s) 
on  page  3-50,  which  discuss  the  distribution  of  royalties,  be  clarified.  As  it  stands,  this  section  is  unclear 
and  would  be  difficult  for  the  average  citizen  to  discern. 


Appendix  L 

A list  of  hazardous  substances  is  contained  Appendix  L.  The  extremely  hazardous  substance,  acrylamide, 
is  identified  as  part  of  drilling  fluids  and  cementing  fluid  loss  additives.  The  statements  made  may  lead 
the  average  reader  to  assume  that  potentially  high  levels  of  “the  extremely  hazardous  substance 
acrylamide”  may  be  in  use.  We  have  researched  this  matter  and  have  determined  that  the  acrylamide- free 
monomer  level  is  anticipated  to  be  less  than  1 part  per  million  (ppm),  which  is  well  under  the  EPA 
acceptable  levels  for  potable  water  of  500  ppm.  Appendix  L should  be  clarified  accordingly.  This  type  of 
drilling  fluid  is  commonly  used  in  the  water  well  drilling  industry  and  is  acceptable  by  all  known 
regulatory  statutes. 
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CONCLUSION 


The  impacts  caused  by  oil  and  gas  development  to  date  in  Region  4 have  been  minimal  as  compared  with 
those  of  other  human  activities.  For  example,  the  document  states  on  page  4-5  of  section  4.3.1,  that  “oil 
and  gas  activities  have  probably  caused  little  impact  to  riparian  areas  in  Region  4 when  compared  to  other 
types  of  human  disturbance.”  From  a philosophical  standpoint,  we  feel  that  the  level  of  protection 
currently  being  offered  under  the  Standard  Terms  and  Conditions  will  provide  the  most  beneficial 
atmosphere  from  which  companies  can  exceed  expectations.  We  believe  that  this  level  of  protection  will 
produce  the  same  results  on  additional  leases  within  Region  4 and  the  NOSR  as  it  has  no  leases  to  date. 

In  addition,  we  would  ask  that  you  keep  in  mind  two  key  facts  concerning  the  exploration  and  production 
of  natural  gas.  First,  the  fact  that  natural  gas  is  a cleaner  burning  fuel  that  is  continually  being  utilized  in 
innovative  ways,  and  will  provide  us  with  an  environmentally  safer  source  of  energy  into  the  twenty-first 
century.  Second,  the  fact  that  the  BTU  per  acre  of  ground  disturbance  expenenced  during  the  extraction 
of  oil  and  natural  gas  is  extremely  low  when  compared  to  other  forms  of  mineral  extraction.  In  many 
cases,  the  ground  disturbance  is  only  temporary,  and  over  time  the  area  that  has  been  disturbed  will  return 
to  near  pristine  condition. 

We  would  sincerely  welcome  any  questions  or  comments  that  you  may  have  concerning  any  statements 
made  in  this  letter.  We  would  also  like  to  again  congratulate  you  and  your  fine  staff  on  a job  well  done, 
and  hope  that  by  keeping  an  objective,  open  line  of  communication,  we  can  further  foster  a good  working 
relationship  well  into  the  future. 


Sincerely, 

TOM  BROWN,  INC. 
L.D.  Lillo 

Division  Land  Manager 


K N ENERGY,  INC. 


Frank  Nessinger 
Manager  Business  Development-Western  Region 


WILDHORSE  ENERGY  PARTNERS,  LLC 


Operations  Manager 
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Upper  Arkansas  and  South  Platte  Project 

...  from  the  headwaters  to  the  plains 


September  12,  1998 

USDI,  Bureau  of  land  Management,  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
Attn:  Steve  Moore 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 
Dear  Mr.  Moore, 


0 


sa 


I want  to  address  the  following  points  in  reference  to  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Resource  Area: 

• The  SEIS  allows  gas  leasing  in  the  entire  resource  area  except  for  wilderness  study  areas.  Leasing 
on  such  a broad  scale  leads  to  potential  widespread  degradation  of  the  natural  resources  and  habitat  of  the 
area.  Many  sites  are  not  suitable  for  oil  and  gas  activities  and  have  higher  value  for  wildlife  or  recreation. 
Riparian  areas,  mule  deer  habitat,  calving/breeding  grounds,  critical  winter  range,  sage  grouse  habitat,  and 
roadless  areas  should  be  protected  from  extractive  activities. 


• The  Executive  Summary  states  that  none  of  the  three  alternatives  "will  affect  substantially  the  overall 
amount  of  oil  and  gas  activity..."  It  seems  logical  and  prudent  to  opt  for  the  highest  protective  status. 

• The  data  the  SEIS  relies  on  appears  spotty  and  anecdotal.  New  leases  should  not  allow  drilling  until 
adequate  surveys  are  done  to  determine  what  natural  values  are  present. 

• When  the  original  EIS  was  released  in  1991,  impacts  analysis  assumed  there  would  be  two  to  four 
well  sites  per  square  mile  for  a total  of  72  wells.  However,  in  1997  the  "spacing"  allowance  increased 
to  up  to  32  wells  per  square  mile  for  up  to  300  wells.  This  is  a major  increase  in  potential  disturbance. 
I believe  that  this  and  the  cumulative  impacts  are  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  SEIS. 

• BLM's  proposed  methods  of  judging  the  relative  success  of  revegetation  of  disturbed  sites  is  seriously 
flawed.  BLM  must  conduct  scientifically  acceptable  baseline  and  follow-up  surveys  so  that  drillers 
can  be  held  accountable  if  sites  are  not  reclaimed  and  revegetated. 

• It  appears  that  BLM  has  relaxed  the  requirements  on  new  leases  in  the  preferred  alternative,  while  at 
the  same  time  claiming  their  standards  have  been  strengthened.  Requirements  to  avoid  wetland  areas 
and  highly  erosive  soils,  for  example,  have  been  weakened  considerably.  There  should  be  no 
relaxation  in  new  lease  requirements. 

In  summary,  I regard  the  protection  of  the  land  from  the  widespread  and  long  term  effects  of  oil  and  gas 
extraction  to  be  of  the  highest  priority.  It  has  been  my  experience  that  drill  pads  and  associated  roads  lead 
to  displacement  of  wildlife,  erosion  and  general  habitat  destruction.  I do  not  oppose  all  oil  and  gas 
drilling,  but  it  is  imperative  that  other  values  be  addressed  in  your  plans. 


Sincerely, 

Jea^C.  Smith 
(-Coordinator 


<^yyiC\7^- 


Jean  C.  Smith,  1308  St.  Paul  St.,  Denver  CO  80206  (303)388-3378  Email  jeancsmith<§'earthiink.net 

Coordinator  affiliated  with  the  Southern  Rockies  Ecosystem  Project 


Page  102 


GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Final  SEIS  — January',  1999 


DRAFT  SEIS  COMMENTS 


November  3,  1998 


Steve  Moore 

BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
PO  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 
Dear  Sir: 

I am  writing  to  you  regarding  the  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  on  Oil  & Gas 
Development  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  The  Western  Slope  Environmental  Resource  Council 
(WSERC)  is  a non-profit  citizen’s  organization  dedicated  to  preserving  and  enhancing  the  environment  and 
quality  of  life  in  Delta  County  and  Colorado’s  Western  Slope.  We  formed  in  the  North  Fork  Valley  in  1977 
and  currently  have  over  200  members. 

I encourage  you  to  recommend  the  "Maximum  Protection  Alternative"  rather  than  the  "Current  Management" 
or  "BLM  Preferred  Alternative."  It  is  essential  that  the  BLM  protect  what  is  left  of  roadless  and  non-motorized 
lands,  riparian  areas,  and  critical  wildlife  habitat  under  its  jurisdiction.  We  feel  that  roadless  areas  and  a quarter 
mile  buffer  around  them  should  either  not  be  leased  for  oil  and  gas  or  have  no  surface  occupancy  stipulations. 
The  BLM  should  require  that  new  lease  applications  include  accurate  and  current  ecological  data,  and  the  BLM 
should  inventory  undeveloped  lands  for  wilderness  and  roadless  value  prior  to  granting  oil  & gas  leases.  Thank 


you  for  your  attention. 


Valerie  Stone 


P.O.  Box  1612  • Paonia,  Colorado  81428  Phone/Fax  (970)  527-5307  wserc@rmii.com 

Phone/Fax  (970)  872-4413  wserc@earthbound.com 
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Wildlife  Management  Institute 

Len  H.  Carpenter,  Field  Representative 

4015  Cheney  Drive  • Fort  Collins,  Colorado  80526 
Phone  (970)  223-1099,  • Fg*  4970)  204-9198 
i E-MaiL-  carpehtl@inler9erv.com 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
PO  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 
Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

I am  the  Southwest  Field  Representative  for  the  Wildlife  Management  Institute.  The  Institute  is  a 
private,  nonprofit,  scientific  and  educational  organization  founded  in  191 1 and  dedicated  to  the 
restoration,  conservation,  and  sound  management  of  natural  resources,  especially  wildlife,  in 
North  America.  I have  the  following  comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  and 
development  in  the  GSRA. 

First,  the  EIS  team  is  to  be  complimented  for  puiling  together  all  the  necessary  information  and 
preparing  it  in  a manner  that  is  easy  to  read.  The  included  attachments  were  useful.  I do  have 
concerns  with  the  DEIS.  BLM  lands  play  a large  role  in  the  future  of  Colorado.  Loss  of  wild 
lands  in  Colorado  is  a great  concern  to  everyone.  This  is  especially  true  in  areas  immediately  in 
and  around  the  GSRA.  Inclusion  of  the  Naval  Oil  Shell  reserves  in  this  DEIS  further  increases 
importance  of  management  decisions  in  the  GSRA.  Increased  gas  development  will  only  add  to 
the  “industrialization'”  of  Colorado.  Public  lands  are  critical  to  the  future  enjoyment  of  the  people 
of  Colorado  and  its  visitors.  These  lands  must  be  managed  to  ensure  that  future  generations  can 
enjoy  the  multiple  natural  resources  these  lands  provide. 

My  biggest  concern  with  the  DEIS  is  the  alternative  preferred  by  the  BLM.  Most  of  the  high 
potential  gas  production  areas  in  the  GSRA  is  already  held  by  oil  and  gas  leases  which  were 
issued  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  FEIS.  These  leases  constrain  the  ability  of  BLM  to  require 
certain  mitigation  measures  on  APDs.  BLM  has  also  chosen  to  not  implement  some  mitigation 
measures  proposed  in  recent  years  in  anticipation  of  the  comprehensive  review  of  environmental 
effects  in  this  SEIS.  However,  this  DEIS  further  discloses  that  the  constraint  on  BLM’s  ability  to 
require  certain  mitigation  measures  has  not  changed  with  the  preparation  of  this  SEIS. 

Stipulations  can  only  be  implemented  on  a voluntary  basis  by  the  leasee.  It  seems  then,  that  the 


ROLLIN  D.  SPARROWE 

President 

LONNIE  L.  WILLIAMSON 

Vice-President 

RICHARD  E.  McCABE 

Secretary 

September  2,  1 998 


Washington,  DC  Office:  1101  14th  Street,  NW  • Suite  801  • Washington,  DC  20005  • Phone  (202)  371-1808  • FAX  (202)  408-5059 
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preferred  alternative  that  will  deal  with  new  leases  and  development  should  be  the  Maximum 
Protection  Alternative  to  help  offset  some  of  the  existing  impacts. 

This  alternative  would  lessen  impacts  of  the  proposed  development  as  compared  to  the  preferred 
alternative.  Mule  deer  and  elk  populations  depend  heavily  on  public  lands  in  the  GSRA.  Mule 
deer  populations  are  declining  throughout  the  west  and  in  Colorado.  The  DEIS  discloses  that  the 
total  displacement  effect  on  mule  deer  winter  range  from  all  sources  of  development  was 
calculated  to  be  over  151,000  acres  or  about  55  percent  of  the  mule  deer  winter  range  in  the 
proposed  development  area.  It  is  further  disclosed  that  the  impact  on  mule  deer  from  oil  and  gas 
development  may  be  more  intensive  because  the  majority  of  the  development  is  concentrated  on 
mule  deer  severe  winter  range.  Given  the  expected  added  impacts  of  the  proposed  development 
on  deer  and  elk,  why  is  the  preferred  alternative  not  Maximum  Protection?  This  alternative 
would  still  allow  for  the  orderly  and  economic  development  of  gas  but  it  would  help  to  alleviate 
impacts  of  this  development  on  important  wildlife  habitats. 

My  concerns  are  further  heightened  with  the  discussion  on  roads  in  Section  4.5.5  on  cumulative 
impacts.  The  DEIS  discloses  that  when  all  currently  mapped  roads  in  the  proposed  development 
area  were  buffered  and  intersected  with  elk  winter  range,  94  percent  of  the  winter  range  was 
impacted  to  some  degree.  It  is  predicted  in  the  DEIS  that  additional  roads  attributable  to  oil  and 
gas  development  would  likely  result  in  increased  road  density  on  elk  winter  range  and  would  bring 
about  a corresponding  decrease  in  habitat  effectiveness  and  therefore  reduce  its  carrying  capacity. 

This  section  also  acknowledges  impacts  that  other  development  pressures  such  as  agricultural, 
housing  subdivision,  and  recreation  will  have  on  critical  big  game  winter  ranges.  I do  not  think 
the  rationale  for  why  the  preferred  alternative  was  chosen  is  presented  very  well  in  the  DEIS.  In 
the  FEIS  I urge  the  Team  and  BLM  decision  makers  to  throughly  evaluate  your  findings,  rethink 
this  conclusion,  and  at  least  do  a better  job  of  explaining  why  the  preferred  alternative  is  not  the 
maximum  protection  alternative. 

Thanks  for  the  opportunity  for  comment.  Please  provide  me  a copy  of  the  FEIS  when  completed. 


Sincerely, 


Len  H.  Carpenter 


cc: 

R.  Sparrowe,  WMI 
wmi\let\GSRAgas 
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I am  aware  of  the  SEIS  being  prepared  by  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area  Office  for  oil  & gas  development  in  the  Rifle/Parachute  area.  I 
have  an  interest  in  public  lands  management  in  Western  Colorado  and  have  the 
following  concerns  with  the  draft  document: 

The  future  drilling  activity  and  corresponding  impacts  seem  overstated.  The 
exaggerated  impacts,  however,  still  do  not  justify  a change  in  management 
practice  as  described  by  the  proposed  action. 

The  multiple  use  philosophy  is  being  abandoned  in  favor  of  environmental 
protection  at  all  costs. 

The  restrictions  being  proposed  to  mitigate  “impacts”  cn  the  NOSR  will  create 
unnecessary  expense  and  will  ultimately  limit  oil  & gas  development.  Natural  gas 
that  could  be  recovered  will  remain  forever  in  the  ground. 
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PUBLIC  MEETING  - November  4,  1998 
DRAFT  SUPPLEMENTAL  OIL  AND  GAS  EIS 
GYPSUM,  COLORADO 

BLM  Glen  wood  Springs  Resource  Area 
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November  19.  1998 


Mr.  Steve  Moore.  Oil  & Gas  Team  Leadei 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
Post  Office  Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 

Dear  Mr.  Moore, 

I work  in  the  oil  and  gas  industry  in  the  Piceance  Basin.  After  reading  the  SEIS,  I can 
scarcely  believe  that  lands  referred  to  in  the  report  and  the  places  that  I work  are  same. 
The  potential  impacts  to  wildlife,  air  quality,  visual  resources,  water  quality,  and  other 
resources  that  are  described  are  inconsistent  with  my  observations.  It  appears  that  no 
change  is  acceptable  to  the  BLM  and  that  wilderness  designation  is  preferable  all  other 
land  uses. 

The  changes  in  management  suggested  by  the  BLM  will  increase  the  cost  of  oil  and  gas 
production,  not  only  to  the  point  of  reducing  profitability,  but  to  the  point  of  curtailing 
activity.  Existing  operations  have  demonstrated  that  oil  and  gas  can  be  developed 
responsibly.  I urge  the  BLM  to  continue  current  management  practices,  which  without 
the  onerous  restrictions  of  the  SEIS,  have  continually  evolved  and  improved. 

I urge  the  BLM  to  reexamine  its  goals  and  priorities,  and  consider  the  national  benefits  of 
energy  production  rather  than  the  selfish  priorities  of  local  obstructionists. 


Nov 
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I am  aware  of  the  SEIS  being  prepared  by  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area  Office  for  oil  & gas  development  in  the  Rifle/Parachute  area.  I 
have  an  interest  in  public  lands  management  in  Western  Colorado  and  have  the 
following  concerns  with  the  draft  document: 

• The  exaggerated  impacts  do  not  justify  a change  in  management  practice. 

• The  evaluation  of  impacts  seems  to  be  based  more  on  public  perception  than 
scientific  review. 

• The  document  fails  to  present  reasonable  and  foreseeable  impacts  from 
residential  development  on  private  lands. 


• The  restrictions  being  proposed  to  mitigate  the  “impacts”  will  create  unnecessary 
expense  and  will  ultimately  curtail  oil  & gas  activity.  Natural  gas  that  could  be 
recovered  will  remain  in  the  ground. 


Sincerely. 
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Steve  Moore 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P O Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 


Having  reviewed  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS),  I submit  the 
following  comments: 

The  BLM  needs  to  provide  a map  of  what  areas  in  Region  Four  are  already  leased  and  what  areas 
are  not  yet  leased  This  is  necessary  to  accurately  assess  the  analysis  presented  in  the  DSEIS. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  BLM  is  trying  to  use  the  DSEIS  to  permit  up  to  230  more  gas  wells  on 
federal  estate  with  nothing  more  that  a hope  that  operators  in  the  area  will  voluntarily  comply 
with  proposed  mitigation.  Much  of  the  environmental  protection  that  is  alluded  to  in  the  DSEIS 
will  not  apply  to  over  94%  of  the  federal  estate  in  Region  Four  because  it  is  already  leased  In 
fact,  most  of  it  was  already  leased  when  the  1991  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS) 
was  prepared  The  BLM  is  relying  heavily  on  voluntary  compliance  by  oil  and  gas  operators  in  the 
area  instead  of  asserting  the  authority  granted  in  the  Standard  lease  terms  The  1991  FEIS  and  the 
Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  affirm  that  the  authorized  officer  has  the  authority  to  require  much  of 
what  the  DSEIS  is  now  proposing  to  be  voluntary  The  record  of  oil  and  gas  operations  in  the 
Parachute-  Rulison  area  does  not  bode  well  for  voluntary  compliance 

The  BLM  needs  to  state  what  mitigation  is  consistent  with  lease  rights  and  what  mitigation  is  not 
consistent  with  lease  rights  To  say  that  the  BLM  will  determine  this  on  a "case  by  case  basis"  is 
folly  and  absurd  Some  of  the  mitigation  that  is  necessary  should  be  applied  at  the  field 
development  level  through  plans  of  development.  By  assessing  impacts  and  mitigation  at  a site 
specific  level  the  BLM  will  never  mitigate  the  impacts  that  are  occurring  at  the  watershed  and 
ecosystem  level  For  instance,  how  does  the  BLM  propose  to  mitigate  the  impacts  that  future 
development  will  cause  to  mule  deer  winter  range  by  only  looking  at  the  case  by  case  basis?  To 
mitigate  impacts  to  winter  range  one  must  look  at  the  entire  range  that  the  deer  utilize,  determine 
the  limiting  factor  and  propose  mitigation  that  will  lessen  the  impact  and  / or  minimize  the  limiting 
factor 

If  the  BLM  determines  certain  mitigation  to  be  "not  consistent"  with  lease  rights  already  granted 
then  that  proposed  mitigation  should  be  deleted  from  the  text  It  should  not  be  relied  upon  when 
assessing  impacts  and  determining  environmental  consequences. 

On  page  iii  the  DSEIS  states  that  the  Standard  Lease  Terms  "constrains  the  ability  of  the  B1M  to 
require  certain  mitigation  measure  on  APD's".  This  statement  is  not  accurate.  What  has 
constrained  the  BLM's  ability  is  an  instructional  memorandum  (92-67)  that  established  as  state 
and  national  policy,  the  minimum  authority  of  the  lease  right  granted  What  has  constrained  the 
BLM  is  its  unwillingness  to  protect  other  natural  resources  besides  natural  gas 
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My  last  point  is  emphasized  by  the  total  lack  of  analysis  regarding  the  social  and  economic  impact 
that  the  proposed  oil  and  gas  development  will  have  on  the  wildlife  resource  and  the  revenue  that 
wildlife  and  recreational  resources  generate  For  example,  hunting  and  fishing  activities  generate 
over  30  million  dollars  annually  in  Garfield  county  alone  (Browne,  Bortz,  and  Coddington,  Inc 
155  S.  Madison,  Suite  230,  Denver,  CO  1988  Updated  by  William  Devenney  with  Colorado 
Division  of  Wildlife.  1995.  "Summary  Report:  Hunting  and  fishing  industries  impact  model .") 
What  will  the  effect  of  the  proposed  300  gas  wells  have  on  the  wildlife  resource  which  will  in  turn 
effect  our  local  economy? 

The  "acreage  only"  analysis  used  to  determine  environmental  consequences  discounts  the 
attributes  of  various  land  forms  and  the  resultant  habitat  and  species  diversity.  An  acreage  only 
assessment  does  not  accurately  reflect  the  overall  cumulative  and  indirect  impacts  associated  with 
gas  development.  An  acreage  only  assessment  dilutes  the  real  impacts 

It  should  be  noted  that  in  the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  only  three  of  the  "Wildlife 
seclusion  Areas"  are  areas  that  are  not  already  leased  Thus  the  NSO  for  the  remaining  eleven 
will  only  occur  by  voluntary  compliance  This  should  be  noted  in  the  final  to  the  SEIS. 

There  are  no  COAs  to  provide  the  level  of  protection  that  the  NSO  on  seclusion  areas  seeks  to 
achieve  This  is  contrary  to  the  affirmations  of  the  1991  FEIS  and  ROD  which  state: 

"COAs  could  be  modified  or  created  to  meet  specific  needs , but  the  protection  ; level  envisioned 
in  the  COAs  would  be  maintained. " ( FEIS  2-6 para  7); 

"...  other  COAs,  not  specifically  stated  here,  will  be  written  to  accomplish  the  tasks  envisioned  in 
this  plan.  ” (FEIS  p D.  4 para  8); 

” We  are  committed  to,  by  the  methods  described  in  this  document,  offset  or  counteract  the 
adverse  effects  of  oil  and  gas  development  to  crucial  wildlife  habitat.  "(ROD  p.  26). 

The  lease  notice  of  the  Proposed  Action  Altemative(PA)  should  be  added  to  the  Maximum 
Protection  alternative  (MPA). 

The  PA  should  have  the  wildlife  COAs  that  are  listed  under  the  MPA 

The  statements  made  in  reference  to  the  sediment  and  soil  erosion  that  occurs  from  oil  and  gas 
operations  being  "indistinguishable"  from  background  erosion  are  trite  and  absurd  The  erosion 
that  occurs  on  many  gas  pads  in  the  Parachute  Creek  and  Rulison  areas  is  significant  It  is  not 
natural  erosion.  There  are  pads  that  have  been  actively  contributing  sediment  to  perennial  waters 
for  over  five  years  It  is  additive  and  should  be  dealt  with  as  such  To  say  that  the  impacts  are 
insignificant  because  they  are  indistinguishable  is  like  saying  since  you  can't  see  a virus  it  can't  hurt 
you  Erosion  from  gas  pads  and  roads  is  placing  sediment  in  the  waters  of  the  State  Just  because 
they  may  be  indistinguishable  doesn't  mean  they  are  not  causing  an  impact  to  the  aquatic  system. 

The  supplemental  wildlife  information  presented  in  appendix  G should  be  integrated  into  the 
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Environmental  Consequences  section  for  continuity  and  clarity  The  High  Value  Habitat  Areas 
description  needs  a map  accompaniment. 

The  summary  and  reclamation  status  information  presented  in  Appendix  I is  very  suspect  because 
of  the  methodology  the  BLM  is  using  to  assess  vegetative  response  The  methodology  is  not 
representative  and  the  sample  size  is  too  small  to  be  able  to  definitively  assess  anything  The  BLM 
cannot  assure  that  the  information  presented  is  anything  more  than  inherent  variation  In  other 
words,  with  a very  small,  non-representative  sample,  how  does  the  BLM  know  that  the  results  are 
anything  more  than  standard  deviation  about  the  mean?  To  have  an  accurate  assessment  of 
reclamation  the  BLM  must  employ  a standard  methodology  that  ensures  a representative  sample 
and  which  increases  the  sample  size  until  the  coefficient  of  variation  is  relatively  stable  Otherwise 
the  reclamation  objective's  goals  presented  (i.e.,  undesirable  vegetation  less  than  5%  ) cannot  be 
determined.  For  example,  because  the  methodology  is  not  representative  if  the  BLM  determines  a 
sample  has  greater  than  5%  weeds,  would  the  entire  area  under  reclamation  have  greater  than  5% 
weeds  also?  If  your  sample  size  is  small  you  cannot  be  sure  that  the  5%  that  you  have  analyzed  is 
anything  more  than  standard  error,  especially  if  all  that  the  methodology  requires  is  estimation  and 
not  true  measurement  The  BLM  must  come  up  with  an  accurate  and  precise  methodology  to 
assess  reclamation  If  they  don't  then  all  of  the  conclusions  about  reclamation  success  and  the 
corresponding  environmental  consequences  are  suspect  and  wrought  with  error  If  the  conclusions 
of  the  reclamation  status  are  incorrect,  then  so  are  the  conclusions  as  to  the  significance  of  the 
proposed  action  on  other  resources  such  as  soil,  water  and  wildlife 

I would  like  these  comments  addressed  in  the  Final  SEIS  Thank  you 


dohn  Broderick 
Wildlife  Biologist 
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November  19,  1998 

Mr.  Steve  Moore.  Oil  & Gas  Team  Leader 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  "uv  23  iqqq 

Post  Office  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs.  Colorado  81602 

Dear  Mr.  Moore. 

1 am  a resident  of  western  Colorado,  and  have  followed  the  preparation  of  the  oil  and  gas 
SEIS  for  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area.  The  SEIS  treats  oil  and  gas  if  it  is  a 
scourge  on  the  landscape  when  in  fact  it  is  the  best  and  highest  use  of  lands  of  this  son. 
Oil  and  gas  does  not  occur  everywhere.  It  can  only  be  economically  extracted  where  a 
great  number  of  geologic  variables  favorably  align.  Oil  and  gas  only  occurs  under  a 
miniscule  proportion  of  Western  Colorado  and  it  would  seem  that  the  primary 
consideration  would  be  maximizing  production  while  providing  prudent  environmental 
protection.  Given  the  temporary  nature  of  oil  and  gas  development,  the  amount  of 
economic  benefit  to  both  the  private  sector  and  the  federal  government,  it  seems 
incredible  that  BLM  would  want  to  unreasonably  restrict  oil  and  gas  development  in 
order  to  maximize  other  resource  values  that  are  in  much  greater  supply. 

The  impacts  appear  to  be  exaggerated  and  are  not  presented  in  the  context  of  other 
development,  both  industrial  and  residential,  that  has  and  will  in  occur  in  the  area.  Great 
effort  is  made  to  avoid  visual  impact  from  oil  and  gas  activities  while  residential 
subdivision  is  scarcely  mentioned.  Given  the  low  proportion  of  federal  lands  in  the  area, 
the  proposed  protections,  while  directly  and  adversely  affecting  the  amount  of  oil  and  gas 
that  will  be  produced,  will  have  a scarcely  noticeable  effect  on  the  views. 

I urge  the  BLM  to  continue  the  management  practices  that  have  resulted  in  economical 
and  responsible  development  of  the  oil  and  gas  resource  rather  than  adopting  onerous 
restrictions  that  we  will  later  regret. 


Sincerely, 


Page  114 


GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Final  SEIS  - January,  1999 


DRAFT  SEIS  COMMENTS 


Elaine  LCloninger 

5485- 309  Rd. 

Parachute,  CO  81635 

'1  • ; 7 I--  V * Phone  970-625-0278 


September  17,  1998 


HAND  DELIVERED  9-17-98 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attn  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
PO  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 


DRAFT  SUPPLEMENTAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  (SEIS) 

OIL  & GAS  LEASING  & DEVELOPMENT  - GLENWOOD  SPRINGS  RESOURCE  AREA 
1793  (CO-078) 


I am  a property  owner  living  just  over  one  mile  south  of  1-70,  exit  81,  directly  in  view  of  the  Roan 
Cliffs  for  which  this  SEIS  is  accessing.  I appreciate  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  SEIS  report 
that  the  BLM  has  obviously  prepared  with  great  expenditure  of  time  and  financial  resource 


Our  field  about  200  ft.  from  our  house,  facing  the  Roan  Cliffs.  Note  the  air  quality/visability . 


Historically,  the  right  of  the  surface  owner  and  of  all  U S citizens  — in  regard  to  public  lands  — has 
been  granted  little  respect  from  the  oil  and  gas  industry  and  those  who  protect  industry's  mineral 
right  (governmental  agencies).  Industry's  minuscule  efforts  at  being  environmentally  friendly  have 


GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Final  SEIS  — January , 1999 


Page  115 


DRAFT  SEIS  COMMENTS 


come  (almost  without  exception)  due  to  the  untiring  efforts  of  citizen  groups  Industry  has  spent 
massive  amounts  of  money  to  fight  changing  outdated  technology  which  could  have  been  better 
spent  developing  ways  to  improve  technology  in  a way  that  protected  the  environment  and  its 
inhabitants.  Consequently,  we  the  people,  are  profoundly  dependent  on  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  as  guardians  of  these  lands,  to  demonstrate  accountability  in  preserving  the  fragile 
qualities  that  sustain  abundant  life  for  humans,  wildlife,  and  vegetation  in  this  area  It  is  time  to 
change  the  course  of  history  and  ensure  that  any  development  of  oil  and  gas  will  be  at  a time  when 
advanced  technology  is  available  that  will  not  adversely  affect  the  fragile  and  precious  life 
sustaining  characteristics  of  this  area 

My  questions  and  comments  are  as  follows: 

1)  Is  the  urgency  to  develop  this  resource  at  this  time  supported  with  cost  versus  income 
analysis?  Has  negative  economical  impact  to  other  industries  in  the  area  been  investigated? 
Hunting  & Fishing?  Tourism?  Residential  properties?  Is  there  a reason  (other  than  that  'the  BLM 
is  not  proposing  changes  to  the  major  decisions  in  the  FEIS...’’)  that  these  lands  cannot  be  withheld 
from  development  until  technology  has  advanced  to  a stage  that  allows  oil  and  gas  development 
without  negatively  impacting  the  environment  and  its  inhabitants? 

2)  Thoroughout  the  draft  SEIS  there  are  references  to  the  fact  that  wells  on  private  land  will 
have  a predominate  influence,  giving  the  appearance  that  this  justifies  the  BLM  to  further  impact 
the  specified  area  (ex. "..the  visual  impact  will  contribute  only  slightly  to  the  overall  change  in  the 
landscape  character  given  the  predominant  influence  of  the  development  of  privates  lands  on 
the  landscape."  page  4-39,  emphasis  added  This  only  illustrates  more  profoundly  why  it  is 
ludicrous  for  the  BLM  to  even  consider  impacting  this  area  further  by  developing  lands  it  has 
control  over  The  best  thing  the  BLM  could  do  for  this  specific  area  is  to  assure  that  they  will  not  be 
responsible  for  further  negative  impact  on  the  area  visually  or  environmentally;  that  they  will  assure 
that  what  remains  of  riparian  areas  and  wildlife  habitat  (after  private  land  development)  will  be 
given  maximum  protection. 


View  just  north  of  house  showing  ugly  road  cut  on  Anvil  Point  that  has  existed  many  years. 
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I have  included  three  photographs  within  this  letter  which  I have  taken  within  the  last  six  years 
(prior  to  most  of  the  present  development  activity)  which  clearly  demonstrate  the  beauty  of  the  area 
and  the  clarity  of  the  air.  As  oceanfront  property  has  a higher  value  to  a surface  owner  than  the 
property  across  the  street,  which  does  not  have  a view  of  the  ocean,  so  a view  of  the  Roan  Cliffs 
provides  an  increased  value  for  thousands  of  acres  that  face  them  - so  long  as  they  are  not 
marred  by  ugly  road  cuts  that  may  outlive  the  surface  owners,  and  so  long  as  one  can  see  them 
through  the  dust  emitted  from  the  high  truck  volume  or  from  fumes  emitted  from  flaring  of  wells. 

I will  not  address  each  concern  I have  with  this  document  as  I feel  if  the  BLM  would  make  a 
commitment  to  assure  they  will  not  be  responsible  for  negative  impacts  to  the  air  and  the  view,  that 
the  other  concerns  will  more  than  likely  be  addressed  consequently. 

I respectfully  request  that  the  BLM  boldly  and  fully  acknowledge  the  accumulative  impact  the  oil 
and  gas  industry  will  have  on  this  area  through  private,  split  estate,  NOSR,  & BLM  lands  and  elect 
to  preserve  what  they  have  control  of  (BLM  & NOSR)  within  the  1-70  corridor  by  taking  a 

“Maximum  Protection  Alternative”. 


laine  E.  Clonmger 


tnor 


Enc:  Cloninger  Collections  Card  with  photo  taken  from  Colorado  River  @ Rulison  Bridge 

(1-70,  Exit  81)  looking  towards  NOSR. 
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Ron  Cloninger  comments  to  Draft  SEIS 
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Ronald  B.  Cloninger 
5485  County  Road  309 
Parachute,  CO  81635 
phone  970  625  0278 


Tuesday,  September  15,  1998 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attn.:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 
50629  Highway  6 & 24 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81601 
Fax  970  947  2829 

Re:  #1793  (CO-078)  - Draft  SEIS 

I have  reviewed  the  subject  report  and  wish  to  comment  on  specific  matters  related  to  Air  Quality 
and  View  scapes.  I and  my  neighbors  live  in  an  area  of  approximately  30  dwellings  existing 
unincorporated  about  one  mile  south  of  1-70  exit  81;  we  refer  to  the  community  as  Rulison  but 
others  miles  East  of  us  claim  this  title  so  I guess  we  have  little  if  any  particular  community  title. 
The  amorphous  place  name  seems  of  little  concern  to  most  of  us.  In  fact,  the  condition  of  being 
unnamed  in  the  place  we  call  home  is  a condition  that  seems  so  natural  that  formal  naming  would 
surely  alter  it  in  some  undesirable  way.  I wish  to  communicate  in  these  comments  how  I 
understand  this  quizzical  namelessness  relates  to  failings  in  the  environmental  assessment. 
Suggested  changes  are  included  as  conclusions. 

This  community  and  our  residence  in  particular  has  a particularly  appealing  viewscape  that  we 
benefit  from  in  many  ways.  There  are  roughly  100  people  in  our  community  and  we  have  about  a 
one  (1)  mile  advantage  over  those  on  Holms  Mesa  in  terms  of  the  study  area  Roan  Cliffs  viewing. 
This  one  mile  advantage  places  the  Roan  Cliffs  within  our  ‘foreground’  distance  zone.  The 
overall  viewing  experience  is  enhanced  by  pastoral  ‘near  foreground’  views.  The  current  Class  1 
air  quality  perfects  this  viewing  experience.  The  benefits  to  me  of  unspoiled  views  in  this 
nameless  place  goes  well  beyond  a simple  viewing  experience.  A viewing  experience  is  what  you 
get  when  stopping  along  the  way  while  traveling  through  Yellowstone.  What  distinguishes  this 
nameless  place  is  a spare  and  austere  purity  of  setting,  silent,  high  and  grandly  inclusive  of  sky  and 
plains  and  mountains,  a sacred  place. 

I and  my  neighbors  know  this  about  our  place  instinctively.  Most  of  us  are  too  inauspicious  to 
utter  the  word  ‘sacred’  in  relation  to  our  home  but  we  know  it  to  be  true  in  this  place. 

I think  you  will  agree  that  the  report  fells  to  adequately  describe  the  viewscape  quality  in  my 
community.  The  report  also  foils  to  describe  affects  and  consequences  to  my  community’s 
environment  resulting  from  view  spoilage  in  our  foreground  zone.  We  are  not  the  Holms  Mesa 
community  — one  of  the  viewing  areas  considered  key  in  the  report.  Removal  of  our  community 
from  ‘key’  viewscape  consideration  is  a particularly  onerous  foiling  in  the  report.  Our  community 
has  more  people  than  Holms  Mesa  and  is  within  3 miles  of  NOSR  Production  Areas.  Findings  of 
the  report  cannot  be  considered  valid  if  the  most  environmentally  sensitive  elements  are  removed 
from  ‘key’  consideration  that  juxtapose  the  only  production  area  strictly  controlled  by  final 
mitigating  measures. 
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Affects  to  Air  Quality  and  Environmental  Consequences  are  incomplete.  The  report  foils  to 
connect  the  interdependence  of  viewscape  quality  and  air  quality  maintenance.  Viewscapes 
worthy  of  analysis  are  also  deserving  of  PSD  Class  1 air  quality  designation  if  the  views  in 
question  are  ‘foreground’  and  ‘middle  ground’  zones.  Furthermore,  the  report  foils  to  account  for 
many  gas  well  production  activities  that  bear  directly  on  air  quality.  Each  well  is  assumed  in  the 
report  to  have  one  drilling  and  one  flaring  event.  In  actual  practice,  wells  in  this  area  are 
commonly  Te-completed’  to  greater  depths  with  requisite  occupancy  of  the  pad  as  in  the  first 
drilling  and  flaring.  Also,  an  ugly  face  of  gas  production  activity  is  the  post-  production  release  of 
gaseous  toxic  sulfur  compounds.  Natural  gas  when  depleted  is  commonly  followed  by  release  of 
hydrogen  sulfide  and  other  gases  that  destroy  surrounding  vegetation  and  pose  a human  health 
risk  to  anyone  that  happens  to  be  nearby.  Remote  monitoring  of  wells  can  also  lead  to  remotely 
initiated  releases  of  such  fugitive  gases.  In  such  instances,  persons  or  animals  downwind,  without 
warning,  will  be  gassed. 

Conclusions. 

1.  Ensure  protection  of  the  public  health,  and  protect  valuable  foreground  viewsheds  by  adopting 
the  MAXIMUM  PROTECTION  ALTERNATIVE. 

2.  Discourage  remote  monitoring  that  can  lead  to  remote  controls  with  attendant  potentially 
toxic  fugitive  releases. 

3.  Join  us  in  promoting  the  Rulison  area  as  a PSD  Class  1 air  quality  Area 

“Some  things  in  the  world  wither  and  die  in  the  face  of  too  much  scrutiny  — poems  and  string 
quartets,  for  example  — but  this  does  not  mean  that  they  do  not  exist.”  (Paul  Gruchow)  Take  not 
away  from  our  community  those  inscrutable  and  sacred  things  such  as  the  inspiring  viewshed  (and 
our  near-  namelessness). 

Sincerely, 

Ronald  B.  Cloninger  y 
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VIA  FACSIMILE  1970)  947-2829  and 
FEDERAL  EXPRESS 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

ATTN:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

50629  U.S.  Highway  6 and  24 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

Re:  Comments  on  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

Holland  & Hart  llp  represents  Colorado  Eagle  Ranch  at  Brush  Creek 
Limited  Liability  Company  and  Elk  Mountain  Builders,  Inc.  (collectively  “Eagle 
Ranch”).  This  letter  contains  the  comments  of  Eagle  Ranch  on  the  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  and  Development  Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (hereinafter  “SEIS”).1  These 
comments  cover  both  the  SEIS  dated  June,  1998,  and  the  Addendum  thereto,  as 
noted. 

Eagle  Ranch  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  on  the 
SEIS.  Eagle  Ranch  owns  approximately  10,000  acres  of  contiguous  high-country 
ranch  land  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  portions  of  which  are  within 
one  mile  of  Castle  Peak.  Nearly  all  of  the  ranch  will  be  placed  in  a wildlife  and 
agricultural  conservation  easement  prior  to  the  end  of  calendar  year  1999.  Eagle 
Ranch  is  extremely  concerned  about  the  potential  for  increased  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  development  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  and  the 
associated  potential  for  extremely  detrimental  impact  upon  the  natural  resource 
and  aesthetic  values  currently  found  on  the  ranch.  Eagle  Ranch  agrees  with  the 
statement  at  page  A-2  of  the  SEIS: 


1 EIS  No.  980235,  Notice  of  Availability  at  63  Fed.  Reg.  3365 1 (June  19,  1 998). 
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With  declining  known  oil  and  gas  supplies,  it  has 
become  profitable  to  explore  for  oil  and  gas  in  less 
promising  geological  provinces  and  in  areas  where  the 
climate,  terrain,  depth  of  deposits,  and  other  obstacles 
have  discouraged  previous  efforts. 

This  ever-expanding  search  for  profitable  oil  and  gas  deposits  by  the  mining 
industry  threatens  to  impact  the  entire  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area, 
including  those  portions  outside  of  Region  4.  Eagle  Ranch  strongly  recommends 
that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (hereinafter  “BLM”)  (1)  withdraw  and 
reissue  this  SEIS  in  order  to  analyze  the  entire  Resource  Area,  or  (2)  eliminate 
non-Region  4 areas  of  the  Resource  Area  from  the  coverage  of  the  SEIS,  Final 
EIS  and  Record  of  Decision  and  prepare  a wholly  separate  SEIS  for  the 
non-Region  4 lands. 

Legal  Framework, 

Pursuant  to  40  C.F.R.  § 1502.9(c)(1)  (1998),  the  BLM  must  prepare  a 
supplement  to  the  1991  Colorado  Oil  and  Gas  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  if  (1)  the  agency  makes  substantial  changes  in  the  proposed  action  that 
are  relevant  to  environmental  concerns  or  (2)  there  are  significant  new 
circumstances  or  information  relevant  to  the  environmental  concerns  and  bearing 
on  the  proposed  action  or  its  impacts.  BLM  has  correctly  concluded  that  a 
Supplemental  EIS  is  appropriate  for  Region  4 of  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area.  However,  while  the  SEIS  includes  the  entire  Resource  Area,  it  “will  focus 
on  the  area  having  a high  oil  and  gas  potential,  referred  to  as  Region  4.”  (SEIS  at 
page  i).  The  SEIS  also  notes  that  the  1991  Final  EIS  covered  the  entire  Resource 
Area  and  its  568,000  acres  of  public  land.  With  the  SEIS  focus  only  on  Region  4 
and  its  approximately  201,000  acres  of  public  land,  the  SEIS  actually  covers  less 
than  half  of  the  BLM  land  analyzed  in  1991.  This  is  contrary  to  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  requirement  that  a Supplemental  EIS  must  be  concurrent 
with  the  substantial  changes  in  the  proposed  action.  It  is  also  contrary  to  the 
BLM  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (“NEPA”)  Manual  that  requires  the 
relationship  between  the  supplement  and  the  existing  EIS  to  be  “lateral,  i.e.,  the 
proposed  action  and  alternatives  are  analyzed  to  the  same  level  of  specificity  and 
detail”  as  the  existing  Final  EIS.  See  BLM  Manual  H-1790-1,  Chapter  III.D.l 
(10/25/88).  The  1991  Final  EIS  encompassed  the  entire  Resource  Area;  this  SEIS 
does  not. 
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This  SEIS  is  also  inadequate  and  must  be  withdrawn  because  it  fails  to 
sufficiently  address  the  site  specific  impacts  that  may  occur  outside  of  Region  4. 
Failure  to  adequately  consider  site  specific  impacts  renders  the  NEPA  analysis 
inadequate.  See  Oregon  Environmental  Council  v.  Kunzman,  714  F.2d  901, 
904-05  (9th  Cir.  1983).  See  also  NRDC  v.  Morton,  388  F.  Supp.  829 
(D.D.C.  1974),  aff’d per  curiam,  527  F.2d  1386  (D.C.  Cir.  1976).  The  Morton 
court  emphasized  the  need  for  site  specific  information  in  a NEPA  analysis  to 
inform  BLM  officials  in  setting  the  terms  and  conditions  to  be  placed  on  the 
users  of  the  public  lands.  The  Department  of  the  Interior  adopted  the  rationale  of 
the  Morton  court  in  National  Wildlife  Federation  v.  BLM,  140  I.B.L.A.  85 
(1997).  In  that  case,  the  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals  cited  the  Morton 
decision  for  the  position  that  detailed  analysis  of  site  specific  resources  and 
impacts  is  necessary  in  order  for  an  EIS  to  comport  with  the  requirements  of 
NEPA.  Clearly,  the  attempt  to  supplement  the  1991  Final  EIS  by  analyzing  only 
the  environmental  consequences  of  increased  oil  and  gas  development  on 
Region  4 fails  to  meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA,  federal  regulations,  and  federal 
court  and  departmental  case  law  that  mandate  site  specific  analysis.  Nowhere  in 
the  SEIS  is  there  site  specific  analysis  of  the  impact  of  increased  oil  and  gas 
leasing  and  development  on  BLM  lands  contiguous  to  or  in  the  vicinity  of  Eagle 
Ranch,  beyond  an  occasional  reference  to  Castle  Peak  and  Bull  Gulch. 

Not  only  has  there  been  a lack  of  site  specific  analysis,  there  has  been  no 
analysis  of  any  adequate  mitigation  measures  that  would  specifically  apply  to  the 
ranch  area.  The  lack  of  adequate  discussion  of  mitigation  measures  outside 
Region  4 renders  the  SEIS  inadequate  under  NEPA.  See  Neighbors  of  Cuddy 
Mountain  v.  U.S.  Forest  Service,  137  F.3d  1372,  1380  (9th  Cir.  1998);  Idaho 
Sporting  Congress  v.  Thomas,  132  F.3d  1146,  1151  (9th  Cir.  1998).  While 
generic  mitigation  measures  are  set  forth  in  Appendix  E and  alternatives  are 
discussed  in  Appendix  F,  these  alternatives  are  in  relation  to  Region  4 only,  the 
geophysical  constituents  of  which  differ,  in  some  cases  dramatically,  from  those 
found  in  and  around  Eagle  Ranch. 

NEPA  also  requires  BLM  to  take  a “hard  look”  at  the  environmental 
effects  of  its  planned  action.  See  Marsh  v.  Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council, 
490  U.S.  360,  374  (1989).  By  failing  to  extend  the  focus  of  the  SEIS  to  the  entire 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  BLM  has  failed  to  take  a hard  look  at  the 
impact  of  increased  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  in  those  areas  outside 
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Region  4.  This  is  a violation  of  the  standards  established  by  the  Supreme  Court 
in  the  Marsh  decision. 

NEPA  documents  are  routinely  set  aside  for  failing  to  candidly  disclose 
contrary  information  or  serious  criticism.  See  Seattle  Audubon  Society  v. 
Moseley,  798  F.  Supp.  1473,  1478-79  (W.D.  Wash.  1992),  aff'd,  998  F.2d  699 
(9th  Cir.  1993).  The  First  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  articulated  the  concern  as 
follows: 

[T]he  requirement  of  a detailed  statement  helps  insure 
the  integrity  of  the  process  of  decision  by  precluding 
stubborn  problems  or  serious  criticisms  from  being 
swept  under  the  rug.  A conclusory  statement 
unsupported  by  empirical  or  experimental  data, 
scientific  authorities  or  explanatory  information  of 
any  kind  not  only  fails  to  crystallize  the  issues,  but 
affords  no  basis  for  a comparison  of  the  problems 
involved  with  the  proposed  project  and  the  difficulties 
involved  in  the  alternatives. 

See  Silva  v.  Lynn,  482  F.2d  1282,  1285  (1st  Cir.  1973). 

To  reiterate,  BLM  has  two  alternatives.  It  can  (1)  withdraw  and  reissue 
this  SEIS  in  order  to  analyze  the  entire  Resource  Area,  or  (2)  eliminate 
non-Region  4 areas  of  the  Resource  Area  from  the  coverage  of  the  SEIS,  Final 
EIS  and  Record  of  Decision,  and  prepare  a wholly  separate  SEIS  for  the 
non-Region  4 lands.  As  noted  at  page  1-1  of  the  SEIS,  BLM  greatly 
underestimated  oil  and  gas  development  in  Region  4.  This  leaves  Eagle  Ranch 
with  little  confidence  in  BLM’s  current  prediction  that  Region  4 is  the  only  part 
of  the  Resource  Area  that  will  be  impacted  by  future  oil  and  gas  development. 
Because  oil  and  gas  activity  in  the  Resource  Area  has  been  documented  far  in 
excess  of  BLM’s  original  expectations,  BLM  should  select  the  second  alternative 
and  develop  a separate  SEIS  for  those  portions  of  the  Resource  Area  outside  of 
Region  4. 
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Section  Analysis  and  Comment. 


Section  1.3  - Location 

The  SEIS  states  that  the  1991  Final  EIS  included  the  entire  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area  in  its  evaluation  of  impacts  but  that  the  current  SEIS, 
while  including  the  entire  Resource  Area,  would  only  “focus”  on  Region  4.  See 
comments,  above,  as  to  why  this  decision  leads  to  a legally  and  substantively 
inadequate  SEIS  under  federal  statutes,  regulations  and  case  law.  Of  particular 
interest  and  concern  to  Eagle  Ranch  is  the  statement  at  page  1-6  that  Castle  Peak 
in  Eagle  County  would  be  evaluated  to  insure  approved  stipulations  consistent 
with  resource  protection  goals,  and  that  necessary  modifications  or  mitigation 
requirements  on  these  lands  would  be  noted  in  the  SEIS.  In  fact,  the  SEIS  is 
virtually  devoid  of  any  discussion  of  the  resource  protection  goals  for  the  Castle 
Peak  area.  The  SEIS  does,  however,  perpetuate  the  objective  that  the  entire 
mineral  estate  in  the  Resource  Area,  except  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  would  be 
open  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  (page  1-2).  Without  a clear  and 
complete  analysis  of  the  Castle  Peak  area,  the  SEIS  is  inadequate. 

Section  2.1  - Introduction. 

Eagle  Ranch  opposes  BLM’s  decision  not  to  include  a full  analysis  of  the 
No  Leasing  Alternative.  Since  the  time  of  the  Final  EIS  in  1991,  the 
non-extractive  resource  values  on  BLM  lands  in  proximity  to  Eagle  Ranch  have 
only  increased.  The  No  Leasing  Alternative  should  be  fully  explored  in  order  to 
protect  resources  on  BLM  lands  outside  Region  4 not  currently  under  lease.  This 
is  a reasonable  alternative  which  should  have  been  considered  and  evaluated 
pursuant  to  40  C.F.R.  § 1502.14.  Simply  because  Congress  mandated  that  the 
Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve  production  area  be  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  is  no 
justification  to  reject  the  No  Leasing  Alternative  outside  Region  4.  This 
oversight  highlights  the  need  for  a separate  SEIS  for  non-Region  4 areas. 

Section  2.2  - Reasonable  Foreseeable  Development. 

Under  the  original  Reasonable  Foreseeable  Development,  BLM  projected 
54  wells  on  BLM  land  through  the  year  2010.  After  eight  years,  BLM  realized 
there  was  a potential  for  200  wells  through  that  same  time  period.  Similarly,  the 
original  RFD  projected  300  wells  on  all  lands  within  the  Resource  Area  but  now 
projects  up  to  1200  wells.  This  magnitude  of  error  results  in  Eagle  Ranch’s 
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skepticism  regarding  the  validity  of  current  assumptions  and  predictions  both 
inside  and  outside  Region  4. 

One  of  these  assumptions  is  that  no  major  technological  innovations  are 
imminent  in  the  oil  and  gas  industry  that  would  change  the  projection  for 
exploration  within  the  Resource  Area.  How  does  BLM  know  this?  It  seems 
highly  improbable  that  private  industry  would  share  with  BLM  their  research  and 
development  of  technological  innovations  and  their  projections  for  innovation  in 
the  future.  Technological  innovation  in  the  highly  competitive  oil  and  gas 
industry  consists  of  closely  held  trade  secrets.  There  is  no  indication  that  BLM 
has  resident  knowledge  of  technological  innovations  to  justify  its  conclusion.  If 
BLM’s  assumption  is  in  error,  then  so  is  its  assumption  of  1200  additional  wells 
on  the  fee  and  federal  mineral  estate  over  the  next  twenty  years. 

Section  2.4.2  - Lease  Stipulations. 

BLM  has  taken  great  effort  to  describe  throughout  the  SEIS  the  severe 
constraints  on  lease  stipulations  as  a method  of  mitigating  the  damage  to  the 
environment.  The  three  primary  lease  stipulations  (NSOs,  TLs  and  CSUs)  are 
each  restricted  by  the  terms  of  existing  leases.  Neither  lease  stipulations  nor 
Conditions  of  Approval  can  be  retroactively  imposed  upon  existing  leases. 
Leaseholders  are  asked  to  voluntarily  restrict  their  activities  in  the  Resource 
Area.  Reliance  on  industry  self-policing  is  suspect  at  best,  dangerous  at  worst. 

Section  2. 4. 3. 3 - Proposed  Action. 

This  section  cites  the  “Colorado  BLM  Standards  for  Public  Land  Health.” 
Are  these  the  same  as  the  Fundamentals  of  Rangeland  Health  promulgated  by  the 
Secretary  at  43  C.F.R.  § 4180?  If  yes,  the  SEIS  should  provide  a more  accurate 
citation  to  and  description  of  the  Colorado  version  of  the  Fundamentals  of 
Rangeland  Health.  If  not,  how  does  the  BLM  intend  to  integrate  the  standards 
listed  in  Section  2. 4. 3. 3 with  the  Fundamentals  of  Rangeland  Health? 

Section  3.1.  - Introduction. 

Chapter  3 generally  fails  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  40  C.F.R. 

§ 1502.15  by  failing  to  describe  the  environment  outside  of  Region  4 that  would 
be  affected  by  the  alternatives  and  the  Record  of  Decision  following  publication 
of  the  Final  EIS. 
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Section  3.2  - Climate  and  Air  Quality. 

Climate: 

There  is  no  discussion  of  climate  outside  Region  4. 

Air  Quality: 

The  SEIS  states  that  it  used  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 
(“PSD”)  increments  as  a reasonable,  conservative  comparison  of  impacts  on  air 
quality.  However,  if  the  PSD  baseline  has  been  triggered,  part  of  the  increment 
may  have  been  consumed  by  other  sources  and  comparing  this  proposed  impact  to 
the  full  increment  may  not  reveal  the  real  limits.  Without  more  details  on  the 
proposed  emission  inventory,  ambient  standards,  modeling,  and  true  PSD 
evaluation,  it  is  not  possible  to  agree  that  the  project  will  not  have  significant 
adverse  impacts  on  air  quality.  At  best,  it  suggests  that  another  SEIS  will  be 
required  in  the  future  when  development  plans  are  more  firm,  allowing  a detailed 
assessment  of  air  quality  to  be  made  at  that  time. 

Section  3.4  - Livestock  Grazing. 

The  SEIS  states  that  no  additional  discussion  is  necessary  beyond  that 
included  in  the  1991  Final  EIS.  Since  the  publication  of  that  Final  EIS,  Secretary 
Babbitt  promulgated  over  seventy  pages  of  new  regulations  in  the  Federal 
Register,  now  codified  in  Title  43  of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  These 
new  regulations  include  the  Fundamentals  of  Rangeland  Health  regulations  at  43 
C.F.R.  § 4180.  The  SEIS  should  consider  the  impact  of  all  of  these  regulations 
on  the  1991  FEIS. 

Section  3.5.1  - Introduction. 

The  SEIS  states  that  “This  SEIS  addresses  gas  development  throughout  the 
GSRA;  however  most  of  the  discussion  focuses  on  Region  4.”  This  is  incorrect. 
The  SEIS  does  not  address  gas  development  throughout  the  GSRA.  It  focuses 
almost  exclusively  on  Region  4. 
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Section  3.5,3  - Big  Game. 

The  conclusion  stated  at  page  3-16  that  mountain  lions  are  found 
increasingly  to  be  preying  upon  elk  relies  upon  a personal  communication  either 
from  or  to  a “D.  Freddy.”  Chapter  6 of  the  SEIS  does  not  specify  whether  that 
personal  communication  was  oral  or  written  and  who,  related  to  the  SEIS,  became 
aware  of  the  personal  communication  or  whether  that  was  a direct  personal 
communication  or  hearsay.  Reliance  here  and  elsewhere  in  the  SEIS  upon 
personal  communication  calls  into  question  the  validity  and  underlying  analysis 
of  the  entire  document.  At  a minimum,  “scientific”  positions  adopted  within  the 
document  should  be  peer  reviewed,  including  sufficient  citation  so  that  readers 
may  inquire  as  to  the  scientific  validity  of  the  positions  offered. 

Section  3.9.1  - Surface  Water. 

The  statement  is  made  that  water  quality  in  streams  varies  throughout  the 
Resource  Area  depending  largely  on  the  annual  precipitation  patterns,  vegetative 
cover  and  geology  of  the  watershed.  This  is  correct  and  illustrates  the  need  for  a 
full  SEIS  of  the  entire  Resource  Area  or  a separate  SEIS  for  that  area  outside 
Region  4.  The  potential  environmental  consequences  to  surface  water,  as 
outlined  in  Section  4.9.1,  may  occur  both  inside  and  outside  Region  4,  given  the 
assumed  increase  in  oil  and  gas  development. 

Section  3.11  - Recreation. 

At  page  3-36,  the  SEIS  describes  the  impact  of  wells,  access  roads  and 
pipelines  on  recreational  settings  and  how  those  impacts  generally  conflict  with 
primitive  or  semi-primitive  non-motorized  recreational  opportunities.  Some  of 
the  areas  close  to  Eagle  Ranch  are  cited  in  this  portion  of  the  SEIS,  including 
Bull  Gulch  and  Castle  Peak,  and  are  predominantly  unmodified  natural  settings.2 
As  such,  they  are  an  important  part  of  the  recreational  setting  in  these  areas. 

These  recreation  areas  must  be  protected  against  oil  and  gas  development  through 
a No  Leasing  Alternative  that  should  be  thoroughly  analyzed  as  part  of  a separate 
or  expanded  SEIS.  The  minimal  references  to  Castle  Peak  and  Bull  Gulch  do  not 
adequately  describe  the  affected  environment,  in  violation  of  the  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations  (40  C.F.R.  § 1502.15). 


2 Map  3.11-1  in  the  Addendum  does  not  accurately  depict  the  Bull  Gulch  SRMA. 
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Section  3.12  - Visual  Resources. 

The  visual  resources  analysis  of  the  SEIS  is  limited  to  Region  4. 
Outstanding  scenic  qualities  are  found  throughout  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area.  Castle  Peak  and  the  upper  reaches  of  Eagle  Ranch  can  be  seen 
from  Interstate  70.  Any  oil  and  gas  development  activities  in  this  area  will 
adversely  affect  these  outstanding  visual  resources  and  must  be  analyzed  and 
ultimately  prevented.3 

Section  3.12.4  - Current  Visual  Resource  Management. 

The  Eagle  Ranch/Castle  Peak  viewshed  deserves  protection  for  its  visual 
sensitivity  ratings  under  the  current  Visual  Resource  Management  objectives  that 
seek  protection  of  visual  resources  on  public  lands  seen  from  1-70. 

Section  3.15  - Wilderness. 

The  wilderness  attributes  associated  with  Eagle  Ranch  are  highly  valuable 
and  worthy  of  complete  protection.  While  Eagle  Ranch  takes  some  solace  in  the 
position  of  the  Colorado  State  Director,  as  announced  in  May,  1997,  regarding 
actions  in  proposed  wilderness  areas,  it  is  discomforted  by  the  certainty  that  BLM 
administrations  change,  state  directors  change,  and  policies  change.  The  policy 
announced  by  the  state  director  is  under  assault  and  there  is  no  guarantee  it  will 
withstand  legal  and  political  challenge.  In  short,  the  director’s  policy  is 
insufficient  protection  for  the  wilderness  attributes  of  the  Eagle  Ranch  area. 
Wilderness  stipulations  and  conditions  of  approval  must  be  augmented  with  “No 
Leasing”  criteria  in  this  area  in  order  to  eliminate  the  possibility  that  unleased 
lands  will  be  leased  and  open  to  development. 

Section  4.2  - Climate  and  Air  Quality. 

A number  of  questions  are  raised  by  the  air  quality  analysis  contained  in 
the  Addendum  under  Section  4.2.  On  page  15  the  text  states  that  § 1 16  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  allows  local,  state  and  tribal  regulatory  agencies  to  establish  air 
pollution  control  requirements  more  stringent  than  the  federal  requirements. 


3 § 3.12.1  mentions  that  “Juniper-Pinyon”  is  among  the  vegetation  types  found  in 
Region  4.  Elsewhere  in  the  document  this  plant  is  called  “Pinyon-Juniper”  and  in 
other  places  “Pinon-Juniper.” 
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Have  any  of  these  jurisdictions  done  so  with  regard  to  the  Resource  Area?  If  so, 
are  they  significant  to  this  proposal  and  are  they  addressed  in  this  SEIS?  Why  do 
you  believe  that  “Best  Available  Control  Technology”  may  be  required  to  protect 
the  air  quality  resources? 

Under  the  proposed  action  section,  the  statement  is  made  that  rural 
background  PM10  concentrations  are  likely  to  be  less  than  those  measured  in 
Rifle,  Colorado.  Please  provide  the  documentation  underlying  this  assumption. 
Rural  areas  usually  have  high  background  particulate  levels  due  to  agriculture 
and  other  soil  disturbing  activities  and  fires.  This  runs  counter  to  the 
assumption.  Please  also  explain  the  assumed  connection  between  ambient 
concentrations  of  air  pollutants  in  the  air,  which  is  a health  standard,  and  odors, 
which  is  a nuisance  standard.  The  analysis  makes  the  assumption  that  since 
burned  natural  gas  does  not  contain  sulfur  compounds  and  ambient  concentrations 
would  be  below  applicable  air  quality  standards,  thus  potential  odors  would  not 
have  a significant  adverse  impact.  This  does  not  follow. 

At  page  17  of  the  Addendum  in  the  first  full  paragraph,  please  explain  how 
the  assumptions  of  the  “seldom”  and  “rare”  operating  scenarios  tie  into  the 
emissions  totals  and  the  conclusion  that  permit  requirements  will  not  be  triggered 
and  that  ambient  standards  will  not  be  exceeded. 

At  page  18,  it  is  noted  that  it  is  possible  that  NOx  emissions  could  exceed 
state  and  federal  ambient  air  quality  standards.  It  is  also  noted  that  benzene 
formaldehyde  could  exceed  the  state’s  acceptable  ambient  concentration  levels. 

If  these  limits  are  exceeded,  will  gas  development  be  limited  so  that  these 
exceedences  will  not  occur? 

Another  curiosity  is  the  statement  on  page  18  of  the  Addendum  that 
neither  the  State  of  Colorado  nor  EPA  have  established  HAP  standards.  Is  this 
statement  made  in  regard  to  certain  pollutants  and  sources?  The  state  does  have 
AACLs  and  these  are  standards.  The  HAP  for  benzene  formaldehyde  is  predicted 
to  exceed  the  state  AACL.  Is  this  exceedence  under  the  state  regulations?  EPA 
does  have  standards  for  HAPs.  Has  EPA  promulgated,  is  it  scheduled  to 
promulgate  or  will  the  state  have  to  promulgate  maximum  achievable  control 
technology  (MACT)  requirements  for  the  area?  If  the  Resource  Area  sources  are 
not  on  EPA’s  list  of  sources  slated  for  MACT  standards,  they  will  not  meet 
MACT  requirements.  If  they  are,  the  state  will  have  to  define  MACT  for  these 
sources  if  EPA  has  not  already  done  so. 
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The  discussion  of  risk  on  page  19  appears  irrelevant.  Risk  factors  are 
behind  the  AACL.  At  page  20,  it  is  odd  that  discussion  was  included  on  the  “no 
action  alternative”  since  the  SEIS  determined  at  the  outset  not  to  include  this 
alternative. 

Air  quality  related  values,  as  mentioned  on  page  21,  are  not  the  same  as  a 
visible  plume  but  are  determined  by  the  land  managers  and  are  more  qualitative 
than  quantitative.  The  analysis  on  page  22  of  the  Addendum  concludes  that 
under  certain  operating  scenarios,  visibility  impact  could  occur  at  all  Class  I 
wilderness  areas.  What  limits  will  be  imposed  upon  the  Resource  Area  to 
eliminate  these  concerns,  and  why  was  only  one  Class  I area  modeled?  In 
addition,  what  is  the  rationale  for  concluding  that  the  impact  would  be  less  in 
other  Class  I areas9  This  analysis  needs  further  clarification  and  explanation. 

The  SEIS  should  also  address  the  proposed  regional  haze  program. 

Section  4.3. I4  - Riparian  and  Wetlands. 

Any  discussion  of  riparian  and  wetland  areas  should  include  analysis  by 
BLM  riparian  specialist  Wayne  Elmore.  Mr.  Elmore  heads  an  interagency 
riparian  team.  This  section  would  greatly  benefit  from  his  expertise  and  far 
surpass  the  sources  relied  upon  in  the  existing  text  including  personal 
correspondence  from  Mr.  Broderick.  In  addition,  the  section  contains  no 
discussion  of  the  direct  impact  caused  by  surface  water  runoff  from  oil  and  gas 
operations. 

Section  4. 3. 2. 2 - Maximum  Protection  Alternative. 

The  maximum  protection  alternative  is  far  less  valuable  to  non-Region  4 
areas  than  the  No  Leasing  Alternative.  Still,  an  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the 
maximum  protection  alternative  outside  Region  4 is  suggested.  This  supports  the 
need  for  a separate  SEIS  for  the  non-Region  4 area  so  that  the  No  Leasing  and 
Maximum  Protection  Alternatives  may  be  adequately  analyzed  and  considered  by 
the  reviewing  public. 


4 The  SEIS  contains  two  numbered  chapter  headings  “4.3.1.” 
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Section  4.3.3  - Proposed  Action. 

This  section  notes  that  the  authorized  officer  has  the  authority  to  protect 
the  highest  value  riparian  areas.  This  authority  is  discretionary  and  does  not 
guarantee  that  the  authorized  officer  will  protect  highest  value  riparian  areas.  In 
addition,  the  authority  of  the  officer  is  constrained  by  existing  lease  rights. 

In  addition.  Section  4.3  contains  no  discussion  of  the  impact  of  noxious 
weeds.  No  SEIS  discussion  of  environmental  consequences  on  vegetation  can  be 
complete  without  this  consideration.  As  the  Director  of  the  BLM  has  previously 
stated,  noxious  weed  invasion  is  an  “explosion  in  slow  motion”  which  is 
consuming  federal  resources  at  an  unprecedented  and  uncontrolled  rate.  The 
injection  of  oil  and  gas  development  activities  into  otherwise  weed-free  areas 
will  certainly  result  in  encroachment  of  noxious  weeds  as  seeds  are  carried  on 
equipment  and  people.  One  line  is  dedicated  to  noxious  weeds  under 
Section  4. 6. 2. 3 regarding  sensitive  species  but  this,  again,  is  inadequate. 

Section  4.5.2  - Direct  and  Indirect  Impacts. 

Notation  is  made  that  prairie  dogs  in  Region  4 will  suffer  substantial  long 
term  adverse  effects  from  oil  and  gas  development.  The  SEIS  should  include  in 
this  analysis  the  current  review  by  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  of 
the  National  Wildlife  Federation  petition  for  listing  of  the  black  tailed  prairie  dog 
in  Colorado  and  other  western  states.  Pursuant  to  the  petition,  the  prairie  dog  is  a 
keystone  species  and  serves  as  an  indicator  species  for  the  viability  of  other 
currently  listed  endangered  and  threatened  species.  While  the  SEIS 
acknowledges  substantial  long  term  adverse  effects  on  prairie  dogs  in  Region  4, 
impact  outside  of  Region  4 should  be  explored  in  light  of  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  review  of  the  petition. 

Section  4.5.5  - Cumulative  Impacts. 

Eagle  Ranch  is  extremely  concerned  that  94%  of  the  winter  range  of  elk  in 
Region  4 has  been  impacted  to  some  degree  by  exploration  and  development.  It 
is  just  this  kind  of  impact  Eagle  Ranch  fears  in  its  own  area.  The  ranch  currently 
is  home  to  a large  and  healthy  elk  herd  numbering  perhaps  600  animals.  This 
illustrates  the  necessity  for  the  No  Leasing  Alternative  in  critical  winter  habitat 
for  elk  and  other  species  and  the  need  for  further  SEIS  analysis  in  non-Region  4 
areas. 
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Eagle  Ranch  is  also  quite  concerned  about  the  use  of  off-highway  vehicles 
in  its  area.  With  access  to  oil  and  gas  development  pads  comes  access  for 
off-highway  vehicles.  OHVs  lead  to  further  impact  on  elk  and  deer  winter  range 
and  on  summer  habitat.  Snow  machines  and  four-wheelers  destroy  habitat, 
pollute,  and  are  very  noisy.  Inevitably  some  percentage  of  the  riders  vandalize 
private  property  and  trespass  on  both  public  and  private  lands,  all  as  a direct 
result  of  access  to  previously  inaccessible  areas  following  oil  and  gas 
development. 

Section  4. 6. 2.3  - Proposed  Action. 

The  proposed  action  to  protect  sensitive  species  “may  not  be  provide  [sic] 
sufficient  protection.”  Who  within  BLM  will  determine  what  special  status 
species  should  be  sacrificed  and  what  methodology  will  be  used  to  make  that 
determination? 

Section  4. 9.1.1  - Impacts  to  Date. 

The  SEIS  concludes  that  impacts  on  water  resources  from  oil  and  gas 
development  are  not  distinguishable  from  background  levels.  Given  the 
numerous  activities  undertaken  during  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development 
as  listed  in  Appendix  A,  this  conclusion  is  suspect  at  best.  In  any  event,  it  only 
takes  one  disaster  to  taint  an  enormous  quantity  of  both  surface  and  ground  water. 
This  reiterates  the  need  for  the  No  Leasing  option  in  areas  outside  of  Region  4. 

Section  4.12  - Visual  Resources. 

As  noted  in  comments  on  Section  3.12,  visual  resources  are  extremely 
important  to  the  Castle  Peak  area  and  to  neighboring  Eagle  Ranch  specifically. 
Perhaps  the  best  comment  on  the  issue  of  visual  resources  is  to  refer  BLM  to  the 
cover  of  its  SEIS.  One  picture  is  worth  a thousand  comments.  The  scenic  values 
of  the  Eagle  Ranch  area  are  outstanding  and  would  be  tremendously  impaired  by 
the  existence  of  oil  and  gas  development  not  only  for  the  local  residents  but  as 
seen  from  Interstate  70  as  well. 

Section  4.15  - Wilderness. 

See  comments  to  the  previous  wilderness  section  at  Section  3.15. 
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Section  4.16  - Lands  and  Realty. 

Further  analysis  should  be  included  in  the  SEIS  regarding  the  impact  on 
private  property  values  inside  the  Resource  Area  as  the  result  of  oil  and  gas 
development  on  the  mineral  estate.  Devaluation  of  private  property  can  occur  in 
the  nature  of  inverse  condemnation  or  through  regulatory  taking  and  should  be 
analyzed,  especially  in  light  of  United  States  Supreme  Court  precedent  that  has 
occurred  since  the  1991  Final  EIS  was  published. 

Another  issue  of  great  concern  to  Eagle  Ranch  and  landowners  throughout 
the  Resource  Area  is  the  impact  of  oil  and  gas  development  on  split-estate  lands. 
The  SEIS  contains  a one  paragraph  discussion  of  the  conflict  inherent  in 
development  of  the  federal  mineral  estate  when  it  underlies  a privately  owned 
surface  estate.  This  discussion  is  found  in  Appendix  B as  part  of  a generic 
description  of  oil  and  gas  permitting.  Because  of  the  dramatic  and  detrimental 
impact  federal  mineral  leasing  can  have  on  private  surface  estates,  this  issue 
should  be  fully  developed  and  analyzed  in  the  SEIS. 

Section  4.17  - Transportation. 

The  analysis  of  the  impact  of  the  transportation  system  required  for  oil  and 
gas  development  needs  further  explanation.  This  is  related  both  to  road  building 
and  transportation  needs  of  vehicles  as  well  as  the  transportation  of  the  product 
through  pipeline  systems.  The  analysis  should  also  include  a review  of  the 
existing  backlog  of  road  maintenance  projects  in  the  affected  Resource  Area,  not 
unlike  that  analysis  currently  under  way  by  the  United  States  Forest  Service  as  a 
result  of  its  inability  to  maintain  existing  road  infrastructure. 

The  section  discusses  the  impact  of  57  miles  of  new  roads  in  Region  4 and 
108  miles  projected  to  be  built.  The  impact  of  road  construction  can  be  dramatic. 
The  extent  of  this  impact,  however,  cannot  be  fully  known  or  analyzed  without  a 
more  definitive  definition  of  what  BLM  means  by  the  word  “road.”  While  the 
Addendum  contains  a definition,  the  definition  is  vague  and  therefore  susceptible 
to  broad  interpretation.  The  reader  might  safely  assume  that  BLM’s  definition  of 
a road  does  not  include  game  or  stock  trails  nor  does  it  include  two-track  or  four 
wheel  drive  vehicle  roads,  although  even  this  is  not  clear.  The  definition  of  a 
road  within  this  document  needs  more  complete  development  so  that  the  reader 
can  understand  what  routes  are  considered  to  have  been  improved  and  maintained 
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by  mechanical  means.  Without  this  clarification,  it  is  not  possible  to  determine 
what  activities  will  be  permitted  in  what  areas  because  it  is  unclear  what  a “road” 
is  as  defined  by  BLM.  Furthermore,  the  analysis  does  not  provide  sufficient 
information  on  the  impact  of  roads  on  wildlife  migration,  noxious  weeds,  water 
runoff,  sedimentation,  access,  vandalism,  poaching,  soil  loss,  plant  loss,  wildlife 
habitat,  illegal  road  building,  off-highway  vehicle  use,  maintenance  and  safety. 

The  only  discussion  of  the  pipeline  transmission  issues  is  at  page  10  of 
Appendix  A.  As  noted  there,  the  area  required  to  construct  a pipeline  may  vary 
from  15  inches  wide  to  greater  than  75  feet  wide  for  larger  diameter  transmission 
lines.  Where  within  the  SEIS  is  appropriate  discussion  of  the  collection  and 
transmission  network  required  for  future  oil  and  gas  development  and  its  impact 
on  the  affected  environment?  Similarly,  where  is  discussion  of  the  noise 
pollution  from  the  rigs,  pumps,  compressors  and  trucks  that  will  be  using  the 
area?  Noise  pollution  is  highly  disruptive  of  both  humans  and  wildlife  and  can 
completely  destroy  wilderness  and  recreational  opportunities.  The  SEIS  is 
devoid  of  discussion  of  these  problems. 

Conclusion. 

The  SEIS  analysis  of  the  affected  environment  and  environmental 
consequences  of  expanded  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  outside  of  Region 
4 is  completely  inadequate.  As  a consequence,  the  Final  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision  must  be  limited  to  Region  4 if  this  effort  is  to  continue.  Any 
application  of  the  Final  EIS  and  ROD  to  the  Resource  Area  outside  Region  4 will 
be  susceptible  to  legal  challenge.  Simultaneously,  the  BLM  should  undertake  a 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Analysis  of  non-Region  4 areas  and  provide 
sufficient  opportunity  for  notice  and  comment  by  the  affected  public  in  a manner 
similar  to  that  provided  through  this  SEIS  and  its  Addendum.  We  reiterate  our 
comments  contained  in  our  September  16,  1998  letter  to  you.  Specifically,  there 
should  be  no  oil  and  gas  leasing,  exploration  or  development  in  the  Castle 
Peak/Eagle  Ranch  area  of  the  Resource  Area.  There  should  be  no  oil  and  gas 
leasing,  exploration  or  development  in  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas  or  the  Special 
Recreation  Management  Areas.  These  areas  possess  outstanding  wilderness  and 
recreation  resources  and  merit  complete  protection.  To  do  otherwise  would  be 
totally  inconsistent  with  the  resource  protection  goals  for  these  extremely 
sensitive  environments. 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

ATTN:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 

November  19,  1998 

Page  16 

Eagle  Ranch  hereby  requests  that  BLM  provide  Eagle  Ranch  with  copies 
of  all  documents  related  to  oil  and  gas  permitting  outside  of  Region  4 within  the 
Resource  Area.  This  request  includes,  but  is  not  limited  to,  oil  and  gas  leases 
that  are  offered  for  sale  at  public  auction,  public  notices  of  lease  sales,  oil  and 
gas  leases  issued  by  the  BLM,  Applications  for  Permits  to  Drill  filed  with  the 
Resource  Area  office.  Environmental  Assessments  and  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  prepared  by  BLM  on  proposed  well  locations.  If  BLM  is  unable  to 
provide  copies  of  any  of  the  aforementioned  documentation  in  the  absence  of  a 
Freedom  of  Information  Act  request,  please  advise  Eagle  Ranch  so  that  it  can 
submit  the  FOIA  request. 

Finally,  Eagle  Ranch  wishes  to  note  that  it  has  attempted  to  limit  its 
commentary  to  the  most  egregious  aspects  of  the  SEIS  and  should  not  be 
considered  as  exhaustive  of  all  issues.  However,  in  order  to  make  the  comments 
useable  to  the  agency  and  admissible  within  the  time  frames  allowed,  Eagle 
Ranch  has  limited  its  comments  as  stated  above.  Eagle  Ranch  appreciates  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  SEIS  and  would  welcome  any  further 
opportunities  to  meet  with  the  BLM  and  discuss  its  concerns  regarding  the  SEIS. 


WGMrsa 

cc:  Michael  S.  Mottice,  Area  Manager 

Robert  T.  Cunningham 
Merrill  Hastings 
Brad  Udall 


BOISE:  0097  593.01 


Sincerely, 


1 

of  Holland  & Hart  llp 
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November  10.  1998  CORJJ/LLER^y 

Mike  Mottice,  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.Box  1009  > 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602  < ' 


i 

Dear  Mr.  Mottice: 


J 

As  a maj6r  land  owner  in  Eagle  County,  we  are  extremely  concerned  about  the  proposed  future  oil  and 
gas  exploration  on  BLM  lands  adjacent  to  our  holdings  and  in  other  areas  of  the  County.  Specifically,  we 
own  two  large  parcels  along  the  Colorado  River  corridor  and  the  Eagle  River  corridor.  Both  areas  appear 
in  Figure  7 of  the  SEIS  titled  "Resource  Bouridary"  and  are  labeled  "3-Moderate."  Both  parcels  are 
adjacent  to  BLM  land  holdings  and  include  the  rivers. 


Currently,  we  have  two  projects  proposed  for  these  areas.  Our  proposed  projects  will  develop  small  portions 
of  the  properties  and  preserve  the  majority  as  open  space  and  recreational  areas  through  conservation 
easements.  The  success  of  our  proposals  depends  upon  many  things,  some  of  which  include  the  protection 
of  erosive  soils,  wintering  wildlife,  scenic  views,  sensitive  water  quality  management  areas,  cultural 
resources  and  critical  habitats  on  surrounding  public  lands. 

* 

r 

Understandably,  we  thought,  these  too  were  the  goals  of  BLM,  as  expressed  in  the  revised  travel  plan  for  the 
1 19,63 1 acres  of  BLM  land  in  the  Castle  Peak  area.  Apparently,  the  BLM  no  longer  finds  that  these  goals 
are  worth  pursuing,  since  it  is  now  proposing  oil  and  gas  exploration  in  areas  that  the  BLM  once  found 
suitable  for  recreation  and  protection. 

Since  we  find  it  difficult  to  ascertain  which  hat  the  BLM  is  wearing  regarding  the  land  holdings  in  Eagle 
County,  we  would  like  to  know  how  the  BLM  intends  to  achieve  these  goals  and  allow  oil  and  gas 
exploration,  or  if  the  BLM  no  longer  considers  these  as  goals  in  their  responsibility  to  manage  public  lands. 

Eagle  County  is  recognized  as  one  of  the  foremost  "recreational  communities"  in  the  world.  We  survive  off 
of  the  recreational  industry.  The  recreational  industry  cannot  simply  coexist  with  oil  and  gas  exploration 
without  creating  major  conflicts.  To  allow  oil  and  gas  exploration  in  our  County  without  specifically 
addressing  conflicting  interests  is  not  thoughtful  or  good  policy.  The  BLM  should  be  more  sensitive  to  our 
community  and  understand  that  the  economic  infrastructure  of  the  community  is  based  on  physical  and 
enjoyable  interaction  with  the  land,  wildlife,  rivers,  etc. 

We  implore  the  BLM  to  reconsider  this  idea  and  protect  the  areas  which  are  designated  Special  Recreation 
Management  Areas,  as  it  once  did. 


P.O.Box  988 
2206  Cordillera  Way 
Eduards,  Colorado  81652 
970-926-3500 
Fax  970-926-3515 
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MEMORANDUM 


Donald  G.  Davis,  5311  County  Rd.  309,  Parachute,  CO  81635-9111 

' A 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  - ’ ' 

Att'n:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  & Gas  Team  Leader 

Draft  SEIS,  oil  & gas  leasing  (June  1998  ) :J  caves  A 3 59 

September  15,  1998 

This  concerns  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (June  1998)  in 
regard  to  increased  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area. 
Specifically,  in  commenting  on  the  potential  effect  of  this  development  on  bats,  the  Draft 
SEIS  states  that  "there  are  no  recorded  caves  in  Region  4"  (p.  3-29).  This  statement  is 
no  longer  valid. 

In  early  September,  1998,  I explored  a group  of  caves  with  at  least  three 
significant  segments,  in  SW  J Sec.  17,  T.  6 S.,  R.  94  W. , at  about  5,800  feet  elevation, 
approximately  | mile  north  of  the  current  Garfield  County  landfill  and  \ mile  east  of  the 
Anvil  Points  experimental  oil  shale  station  site.  They  appear  to  be  along  the  boundary 
between  BLM  land  and  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserve  to  the  north.  This  cave  complex  is  in 
old  debris-flow  material  in  claystone/sandstone  of  a ridge  in  the  Wahsatch  formation  of 
Eocene  age.  Although  these  are  not  ordinary  solution  caves  in  limestone,  they  are 
coherent  passages  which  are  completely  roofed  and  penetrate  to  zones  of  total  darkness. 

The  lowest  and  longest  passage,  which  is  in  process  of  enlargement  by  subterranean  piracy 
of  a surface  ravine,  is  estimated  to  be  at  least  300  feet  long,  with  some  openings 
unexplored.  It  is  overlain  by  a passage  more  than  100  feet  long  which  was  created  by 
breakdown  into  the  lower  level,  and  by  a large  natural  arch  whose  lower  entrance  is  about 
50  feet  wide  and  20  feet  high,  extending  about  50  feet  to  a smaller  upper  entrance.  There 
may  be  associated  passages  yet  undiscovered. 

These  caves  display  interesting  geologic  features  including  sinkholes  at  the  upper 
entrances,  slickensides  along  fractures  in  the  debris-flow  material,  and  secondary 
speleothems  indcluding  "cave  cotton"  and  small,  satiny  "flowers"  of  evaporite  minerals. 
They  are  also  significant  to  wildlife  species  including  those  of  special  status  (they  are 
inhabited  by  pack  rats,  and  an  unidentified  bat  was  seen  in  the  stream  passage).  They 
also  contain  cultural  resources  (the  breakdown  passage  has  historic  signatures,  some  dated 
1947,  1953  and  1954)  and  paleontological  resources  (ancient  juniper  logs  project  from  the 
ceilings  at  two  places;  these  are  apparently  a part  of  the  original  debris  flow  and  could 
be  used  to  date  the  time  of  flow  activity) . 

Claystone  caves  of  this  type  have  been  found  to  be  locally  numerous  in  the  Jurassic 
Morrison  formation  near  Grand  Junction  and  Delta  (see  Rocky  Mountain  Caving,  Spring  1992, 
V.  9 No.  2,  pp.  21-23).  This  seems  to  be  the  first  time  they  have  been  reported  in  the 
Tertiary  formations  this  far  northeast.  However,  this  is  probably  because  they  have  not 
been  looked  for  here  before.  Other  such  caves,  presently  unrecorded,  may  be  plentiful  in 
the  badlands  extending  many  miles  below  the  Roan  Cliffs. 

The  possible  existence  of  claystone  caves  should  be  taken  into  account  in  decisions 
regarding  oil  and  gas  leasing  and  development  on  the  Naval  Oil  Shale  Reserves  and  adjacent 
BLM  lands.  Not  only  are  sensitive  resources  at  risk,  but  roads  or  structures  built  over 
them  would  be  subject  to  subsidence  and  collapse. 

Donald  G.  Davis 

Fellow  and  Honorary  Member, 

National  Speleological  Society 


FROM: 

TO: 

SUBJECT : 
DATE: 
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September  17,  1998 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attn:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 

PO  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

Comments  and  Questions  — Re:  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  for  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  1793 
(CO-078) 

I urge  you  to  adopt  the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  for  the  new  leases.  This  alternative 
gives  more  protection  to  the  surface,  requires  careful  planning  and  may  be  more  expensive  than 
the  P.A..  As  you  conclude  in  the  MP  Alternative  paragraph  (Executive  Summary — pg.  iii):  “It  would 
result  in  reduced  production  of  gas  ...  as  stipulations  in  the  alternative  would  make  certain 
locations  impossible  or  too  expensive  to  develop".  I think  it  necessary  for  perspective  to  add  a time 
frame,  such  as:  ‘At  this  time’to  this  sentence.  Also,  it  should  be  explained  that  a significant  amount 
of  gas  will  remain,  possibly  to  be  recovered  at  a later  date,  regardless  of  the  alternative 
selected.  Future  technical  advances  may  permit  more  economic  recovery  with  fewer  surface 
impacts. 

Most  of  the  new  wells  will  be  on  old  leases  and  are  exempted  from  even  the  1991  EIS 
provisions  — I wonder  how  many  new  leases  were  drilled  subject  to  the  1991  EIS  provisions?  The 
aridity,  soil  conditions  and  topography  in  Region  4,  along  with  the  recent  downspacing  means 
extensive  surface  disruption.  You  have  not  emphasized  the  expected  negative  cumulative  effects 
of  40  and  20  acre  downspacings!!!  Consequently,  the  BLM  must  use  Standard  Lease,  Sec.  4 and 
Sec  6 authority  to  help  control  the  rate  of  gas  development  and  reduce  the  surface  impacts  of  too 
many  wells  — too  close  together.  The  60  day  / 200  meter  rule  and  ‘voluntary  compliance’  are  just 
not  good  enough  tools  for  the  job. 

A careful  measured  assessment  of  land  that  will  require  reclamation  should  be  made 
before  drilling  begins,  so  that  the  BLM  can  objectively  evaluate  and  thus  demand  satisfactory 
restoration  and  revegetation. 

Why  is  it  still  thought  necessary  to  open  every  acre  of  public  land  (except  WSA’s)  to  gas 
leasing?  Some  areas  that  are  critical  for  wildlife,  including  any  riparian  areas,  valuable  natural 
areas  like  King  Mountain  and  Castle  Peak,  and  the  few  roadless  areas  should  not  be  opened  to 
leasing  by  the  BLM  at  this  time.  Some  lands  left  in  tact  would  be  all  the  more  vital  as  concentrated 
drilling  and  development  activities  are  now  expected  to  exceed  FEIS  estimates. 

I looked  for,  but  could  not  find  projected  estimates  of  the  royalties  (and  other  monies) 
under  each  of  the  proposed  alternatives  in  the  SEIS,  that  will  accrue  to  the  Federal  government  as 
a result  of  the  new  wells  to  be  drilled  in  the  BLM-managed  NOSR  Area.  I think  these  figures  are 
important  and  should  be  included,  because  the  public  needs  to  know  what  contribution  this  project 
will  make  towards  the  reduction  of  the  national  debt. 

I am  pleased  that  you  have  included  the  section  on  visual  resources.  The  spectacular  Roan 
Cliffs  are  indeed  the  defining  element  of  this  area  The  MP  alternative  with  it’s  NSO  provision  is  a 
must  if  this  unique  visual  resource  is  to  be  protected.  The  existing  DOE  road  and  well  — two  miles 
east  of  Parachute  — is  an  ever-present  and  offensive  eyesore.  Visually,  the  road  and  well 
machinery  misplaced  amidst  these  hills  seems  a symbol  of  man's  arrogance. 

I asked  in  comments  on  the  EA  that  the  BLM  not  automatically  adopt  the  downspacings 
granted  by  the  COGCC.  This  possibility  is  mentioned  in  the  SEIS  (pgs.  4-49,  4-50;  last  paragraph) 
only  in  connection  with  the  CCMA  or  No  Action  Alternative.  The  idea  seems  hedged  and  the 
meaning  of  the  paragraph  is  fuzzy  and  unclear. 

I think  you  should  insist  on  the  option  of  selectively  denying  or  postponing  COGCC 
sanctioned  downspacing  in  terms  of  your  mandate  to  surface  protection  of  public  lands.  The  NOSR 
Production  Area  should  not  be  included  with  the  surrounding  BLM  lands  in  this  SEIS. 


Constance  Erhard  6006  309  Road,  Parachute  CO  81635 
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Nou.  9 '98  1:15 


FAX 


P.  1 


CLARK  EWING  • EARTH  ANSWERS fine  art 

Box  293  McCoy,  CO  80463  • (970)  653-4410  FINE  BEEF 


i 

i 


11-9-98 
Mr.  Mottice 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO 


Dear  Mike; 


I appreciate  the  opportunity  provided  on  November  4 to  gather 
more  information  regarding  the  status  of  oil  and  gas  leasing 
policy  on  BLM  Lands  in  the  McCoy  vicinity. 

I remain  concerned  as  to  the  following  issues: 

At 

1.  The  operation*  definition  of  "existing  roads". 

2.  The  apparently  standard  oil/gas  lease  term  pf  10  years. 

Would  shorter,  more  provisional  lease  terms!  provide  better 
accountability  for  exploration  in  certain  areas? 

What  aptual  enforcement  authority  does  BLM  have  in  overseeing 
oil/gafc  exploration  opc rations  apart  from  fines  and  restoration? 

I 

4.  The  " ^eight  " of  recreational  and  aesthetifc  uses  in  estab- 


lishing NSO  for  the  lands  under  discussion^ 
as  well  as  other  BLM  Piblic  Lands;  How  can 


commercial  use  compare 


to  permanent  fenvironunental  preservation 


in  the  | long  term  public}  good? 

I do  not  ^xpect  answers  td  these  questions,  bu^  urge  you  to 
consider  them  in  your  classification  of  the  laijids  discussed, 
and  that  the  MPA  designation  descibed  at  the  hearing  on  11-4-98 
will  prevail.  Thank  ycu  for  your  interest. 


( King  Mtn. , et.  al . ) 
non-reriewable 


Sincerely 


i 
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September  16,  1998 


l, 


To:  BLM 


Steve  Moore  " u * u 0 

Re:  Comments  on  SEIS  for  Region  4,  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 


Dear  Steve, 

The  SEIS  is  a huge  document  that  shows  a great  deal  of  work  and  thought  on 
the  part  of  the  BLM,  and  I greatly  appreciate  the  work  that  has  gone  into  it. 
However,  I would  like  to  add  the  following  comments: 

1 . Only  a small  amount  of  acreage  is  set  aside  as  wilderness  study  areas. 
Basically,  this  whole  Region  4 is  heavily  populated  by  wildlife  and  needs  to  be 
protected  to  the  maximum  extent  possible.  Please  conduct  more  detailed 
studies  to  determine  riparian  areas,  habitat,  roadless  areas,  etc.-  much  more  of 
this  area  should  not  have  any  surface  disturbance. 

2.  Please  use  at  least  the  maximum  protection  alternative  in  all  instances. 

3.  The  issues  of  reclamation  and  protection  of  the  280  or  so  already  leased  sites 
need  to  be  addressed  with  the  oil  and  gas  drilling  companies  . Strict  standards 
need  to  be  applied  to  both  old  and  new  leases.  In  the  cases  where  the  1991 
standards  were  stricter,  they  should  apply  to  the  new  leases  also.  We  need  to 
protect  the  steep  slopes  and  the  highly  erodable  soils  to  the  maximum  possible 
extent. 

4.  Although  the  environmental  impact  section  of  the  SEIS  goes  into  great  detail 
about  the  environmental  damage  that  could  occur,  I don’t  see  many  solutions 
offered,  for  instance,  to  the  problem  of  heavy  county  road  deterioration. 

5.  A great  proportion  of  these  sites  should  be  directionally  drilled,  instead  of 
having  300  individual  well  pads  - that  would  save  a great  deal  of  land  and  critical 
habitat. 

6.  Scientific  and  accurate  methods  need  to  be  established  for  site  reclamation, 
and  the  burden  of  proof  and  cost  should  be  put  on  the  individual  drilling 
companies  as  a condition  of  drilling.  Because  of  the  extreme  dryness  and  poor 
topsoil  on  many  of  the  sites  it’s  hard  for  newly  planted  vegetation  to  become 
established,  so  we  need  quality  seed  mixes  more  heavily  applied,  good  topsoil 
imported,  irrigation  when  that’s  possible  (I  know  most  of  the  time  it  probably 
isn’t),  good  fences  to  keep  the  livestock  and  wildlife  out  while  the  vegetation  is 
getting  started,  and  much  better  dirtwork,  road  building  and  site  terracing  to 
control  soil  erosion  and  reestablish  habitat.  Maybe  volunteers  would  be  willing  to 
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“adopt  a well  site”  over  the  first  few  years  and  keep  the  BLM  apprised  of  its 
condition.  At  our  last  meeting  we  at  Grand  Valley  Citizens  Alliance  viewed 
several  recent  slides  of  roads  and  well  sites,  many  on  BLM  land,  taken  on  the 
tributaries  of  Parachute  Creek.  The  slides  showed  hillside  cuts  washing  away  at 
a rapid  rate,  soils  eroding  into  riparian  areas,  culverts  installed  that  were  much 
too  small  for  the  water  they  were  supposed  to  carry,  and  roads  that  were 
bulldozed  and  the  excess  soil  was  allowed  to  wash  down  the  hill.  To  my 
knowledge,  the  BLM  has  never  issued  any  fines  to  the  offending  companies.  To 
the  credit  of  the  drilling  companies,  they  are  trying  to  become  more 
environmentally  conscious  than  they  have  been  in  the  past,  but  we  should  not 
leave  it  to  them  to  reclaim  the  sites  as  they  think  best.  Let’s  get  some  strict 
reclamation  standards  and  some  strict  penalties  for  the  companies  that  don’t 
comply,  and  maybe  there  could  even  be  awards  and  recognition  for  those  that  do 
an  outstanding  job. 

7.  As  to  specific  areas  to  be  protected,  I know  the  most  about  the  area  where  I 
live  - up  320  Road  between  Rifle  and  Rulison.  The  private  and  public  land  in 
this  area,  as  you  know,  has  been  very  heavily  impacted  by  drilling,  including  the 
blowout  of  the  Barrett  well  the  SEIS  describes.  We  residents  of  the 
neighborhood  have  watched  water  trucks  overturn  on  saturated  back  roads 
and  many  a huge  truck  slide  into  trees,  fences,  etc.  on  icy  days,  and  we  have 
choked  on  the  fumes  of  the  several  wells  flaring  at  any  one  time.  So  we  don’t 
believe  that  the  effects  to  air,  water,  and  soil  will  be  minimal,  as  the  SEIS  seems 
to  believe.  This  area  also  contains  the  drainages  of  three  creeks  - Beaver 
Creek,  Spruce  Creek,  and  Porcupine  Creek.  Please  do  all  that  you  can  to 
preserve  these  vital  riparian  areas  - most  importantly,  directional  drilling  could 
help  a great  deal. 

Well,  that’s  enough  rambling  from  me  now,  but  please,  please  keep  in  mind  that 
we’re  talking  about  very  important  wildlife  habitat  here,  and  the  wildlife  is  not 
capable  of  coming  before  you  and  pleading  for  its  very  existence.  It  is  the  BLM’s 
job  to  manage  and  protect  these  lands,  and  it  is  very  important  to  me  that  you 
exercise  all  the  authority  you  have  to  protect  the  land  and  its  inhabitants,  even  if 
the  senators  in  Washington  have  gone  temporarily  insane  and  feel  selling  out  to 
oil  and  gas  interests  and  sacrificing  all  the  wildness  we  have  left  are  good  ways 
to  balance  the  federal  budget.  We  will  all  be  much  poorer  if  this  is  allowed  to 
happen. 


Sincerely, 

Carol  Frederick 
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OTTH  ELF'S 

MY  JEWELLER 

Buyers  and  Sellers  of  Estate  Jewelry 


s 


LLC 


196  GORE  CREEK  DRIVE  - VAIL.  COLORADO  816S7 
(970)  476-1778  - 1-800-833-1136 


November  19,  1998 

Mike  Mottice,  Area  Manager  BLM 
P O Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 


Dear  Mr  Mottice, 

1 would  like  to  bring  to  your  attention  the  feelings  of  the  citizens  of  Eagle  County  in  regard  to  the  use  of 
Non-motorized  Recreation  Management  Areas  (SRMA’s).  Currently,  the  citizens  of  Eagle  County  are  struggling  to 
retain  the  sanctity  of  their  SRMA’s,  in  which  you  have  proposed  to  open  up  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  It  has  come  to  my 
attention  that  the  Director  of  the  BLM,  Pat  Shea,  has  recently  come  from  Washington  to  Colorado  to  inquire  about 
the  publics  non  support  of  the  agencies  decision  to  lease  BLM  land  to  gas  and  oil  companies  that  will  obviously 
cause  conflict  between  the  publics  use  of  the  SRMA’s 

The  five  non-motorized  SRMA’s  of  King  Mountain,  Pisgah  Mtn  Area,  Siloam  Springs,  Castle  Peak  and  Haff  Ranch 
were  originally  set  aside  by  the  BLM  to  protect  the  land  and  surface  resource  values  for  a variety  of  recreational 
opportunities  as  made  necessary  by  “more  visitors,  more  nearby  residents,  more  local  and  national  interest  in 
recreation  and  more  conflicts  between  visitors”  as  stated  by  you  in  your  public  announcement  of  May  16,  1997  [ ref: 
91 10  (7-880)  ] 

The  BLM  recently  stated,  that  the  proposed  Castle  Peak  Travel  Management  Plan  will  provide  a better  transportation 
system  and  more  effectively  balance  our  increasing  demand  to  use  and  enjoy  these  lands  with  measures  to  protect  the 
sensitive  landscape  According  to  the  June,  1998  Draft  SEIS  for  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  & Development  in  the 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  the  Glossary  on  page  38  identifies  a special  recreation  management  area  (SMRA) 
as  “ An  area  that  possesses  outstanding  recreation  resources”  Oil  and  Gas  well  drilling  and  development  obviously 
do  not  mix  with  outdoor  recreation,  and  you  yourself  have  expressed  this  I have  no  choice  but  to  question  why  your 
area  office  is  recommending  a revised  land  use  plan  which  allows  future  oil  and  gas  leases  in  sensitive,  designated 
Non-motorized  Recreation  Areas 

1 am  sure  it  is  obvious  to  you  that  the  public  is  loosing  its  trust  and  respect  for  the  BLM  due  to  poor  decisions  and 
inconsistencies  of  the  agency  that  cause  conflict  with  both  environmental  and  recreational  surface  values  of  SRMA’s 

I am  requesting  that  the  final  decision  designate  the  maximum  protection  alternative  (II)  for  the  (6)  Non-motorized 
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Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 
Dear  Mr.  Mottice: 

It  seems  somewhat  ironic  that  during  this  very  same  week  the 
Director  of  BLM,  Pat  Shea,  has  come  all  the  way  from  Washington 
to  Boulder,  Colorado  to  inquire  about  the  prevailing  syndrome  of 
"us  vs.  them"  which  has  divided  the  public  from  the  agency,  when 
just  a few  miles  further  to  the  West  the  citizens  of  Eagle 
County  are  struggling  in  desperation  to  retain  the  sanctity  of 
their  Non-motorized  Recreation  Management  Areas  (SRMA's)  - which 
you  have  proposed  to  open  up  for  oil  and  gas  leasing  with  total 
indifference  to  the  obvious  conflict  between  the  two  uses.  No 
wonder  that  the  public  is  at  odds  with  the  Bureau!  Shea  need 
not  look  any  further  than  this  perfect  example  of  why  the  public 
feels  that  the  Agency's  field  offices  are  acting  illogically  and 
irrationally  in  making  such  foolish  land  management  decisions  in 
the  West.,  > 

The  five  non-motorized  SRMA's  of  King  Mountain,  Pisgah  Mtn.  Area, 
Siloam  Springs,  Castle  Peak  and  Haff  Ranch  were  originally  set 
aside  by  the  BLM  to  protect  the  land  and  surface  resource  values 
for  a variety  of  recreational  opportunities  as  made  necessary  by 
"more  visitors,  more  nearby  residents,  more  local  and  national 
interest  in  recreation  and  more  conflicts  between  visitors"  as 
stated  by  you  in  your  public  announcement  of  May  16,  1997  [ref: 
9110  (7-880)]. 

Simultaneously,  you  wrote  that  the  purpose  of  the  revised  travel 
plan  for  the  119,631  acres  of  BLM  land  in  the  Castle  Peak  area 
(which  included  Pisgah  Mountain)  was,v" to  protect  erosive  soils, 
wintering  wildlife,  scenic  views,  sehsitdve  water  quality 
management  areas,  cultural  resources  and  critical  habitats." 

* » 

"Tomorrow,"  the  BLM  brochure  said,  "the  Castle  Peak  Travel 
Management  Plan  will  provide  a better  transportation  system  and 
more  effectively  balance  our  increasing  demands  to  use  and  enjoy 
these  lands  with  reasonable  measures  to  protect  the  sensitive 
components  of  this  landscape." 
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Similarly,  the  popular  Non-motorized  King  Mountain  Recreation 
Area  was  established  by  you,  the  authorizing  officer,  on  June  4, 
1993  to  limit  OHV  use  on  16,000  acres  of  BLM  land  as  “necessary 
to  adequately  protect  natural  resources  on  public  land  and 
minimize  conflicts  with  other  [recreational]  uses."  The  five 
itemized  exemptions  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  that 
same  date  do  not  provide  for  motor  vehicle  access  for  oil  & 
gas  development  or  for  the  extraction  of  any  natural  resource. 

According  to  the  Addendum  to  the  June,  1998  Draft  SEIS  for  Oil 
& Gas  Leasing  & Development  in  the  Glenwood  Springs  Resource 
Area,  the  Glossary  at.  page.  38  identifies  a SPECIAL  RECREATION 
MANAGEMENT  AREA  (SRMA).as  “An  area  that  possessess  outstanding 
recreation  resources "( emphasis  added).  Oil  & gas  well  drilling 
and  development  simply;  don't. 'mix  with  outdoor  recreation,  and 
you  yourself  have  even  said  so. 

• _ t 

So  why  is  your  Area  office  recommending  a revised  land-use  plan 
which  will  allow  future  oil  and  gas  leases  in  environmentally 
sensitive,  designated  Non-motorized  Recreation  Areas?  Because, 
according  to  your  statement  to  the  local  press  just  last 
Friday, "The  Agency  has  a philosophy  of  multiple  use. ‘ 

"I  made  it  my  job, “ you  went  on  to  say,  “to  find  a balance  and 
encourage  multiple  uses  on  public  lands." 

Most  of  us  raise  our  children  to  find  a balance  with  each  other 
within  t,he  family  household,  but  we  certainly  don't  propose  that 
they  all  sleep  together  in  the  same  bed.  So  if  Director  Shea  has 
come  all  the  way  to  Boulder  to  find  out  why  it  is  that  the 
public  is  loosing  its  trust  in  and  respect  for  his  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  he  need  go  no  further  than  the  few  extra  miles 
to  Eagle  County  to  see  the  real  problem  first  hand;  i.e.  the 
Agency's  insidious  overriding  philosophy  of  multiple  use 
regardless  of  glaring  conflicts. 

BLM ' s PROPOSED  ACTION  to  allow  the  use  of  existing  roads  in  the 
non-motorized  SRMA*s  “for  oil  and  gas  drilling  and  maintenance 
operations’  will  be  totally  inconsistent,  insensitive  and  very 
incompatible  with  both  the  environmental  and  recreational 
surface  values  of  those  areas. 

Accordingly,  I am  requesting  that  the  FINAL  DECISION  designate 
the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  (II)  for  the  six  (6)  Non- 
Motorized  Recreation  Management  Areas  as  part  of  the  Semi- 
primitive  Non-motorized  Recreation  Area  NSO  with  no  exceptions 
otherwise  permitted. 
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Jane  Hines 

3758  C.R.  301 
Parachute,  CO  81635 
Sept.  17,  1998 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attn:  Mr.  Steve  M oore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 

GSRA 

P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 


Dear  Mr.  Moore, 

The  1998  Draft  SEIS  totters  on  a weak  foundation  of  questionable  environmental 
analysis  of  past  oil  and  gas  impacts.  As  for  its  analysis  of  future  impacts,  nothing  co  uld  he  more 
dangerous  than  for  the  BLM,  rather  than  to  exercise  its  very  real  authority  to  avoid  and  mitigate 
fut  ure  and  past  adverse  effects,  to  instead  substitute  that  power  for  a "(hopeful)  set  of  management 
goals  and  desired  outcomes"  it  hopes  industry  wi  11  h onor. 

The  BLM  affirms  that  the  majority  o f the  fed  eral  estate  in  Region  IV,  just  more  than 
200,000  acres,  was  leased  prior  to  the  1991  FEIS.  The  area  considered  for  new  leasing  in  this 
document  is  the  NO  SR  Production  Area,  an  area  of  11,000  acres,  amounting  to  5%  of  the 
Federal  estate.  Ninety  -five  (95%)  percent  of  the  Federal  estate,  therefore,  is  leased  under  the 
Standard  Lease  Terms. 

A mere  five  percent  of  the  Federal  estate  will  he  unquestionably  subject  to  the  types  of 
mitigation  described  in  Appendix  'E'  of  the  SEIS.  As  for  the  fate  of  the  remaining  95%,  the 
BLM  , in  a NEPA  document  for  public  disclosure , can  do  no  Letter  tlian  to  suggest:  MTke  decisions 
in  this  SEIS  could  on  ly  he  implemented  on  existing  leases  as  COAs  wkere  tkey  would  not 
adverse  ly  affect  1 ease  rights  or  when  compliance  hy  the  operator  was  voluntary.  BLM 
will  attempt  to  apply  the  stipulations  and  COAs  adopted  in  this  SEIS  to  all  future  APDs... An 
analysis  of  the  mitigation  measures  described  in  this  SEIS  for  consistency  witk  lease 
ri  ghts  was  not  completed..."  (p.  iv,  emphasis  added). 

if  the  potential  to  mitigate  impacts  through  COAs  on  95%  of  leased  lands  is  thus 
unstudied,  then  it  follows  that  the  severity  of  future  impacts  cannot  he  ascertained.  The  BLM 
excuses  this  short-coming  hy  continuing,  "...such  an  analysis  is  best  conducted  on  a case-hy-case 
basis  so  that  site-specific  factors  can  he  considered."  A case-hy  case,  site-specific  analysis  does  not 
consider  impacts  resulting  from  a field  development.  For  an  anticipated  RFD  of  300  more  wells 
over  the  next  20  years,  BLM  kas  a legal  commitment  to  dig  deeper  into  tke  issue  of  existing  lease 
ri  ghts,  COAs,  and  future  cumulative  impacts,  as  illustrated  hy  the  following: 

It  seems  dear... as  drilling  proved  successful  and  activities  proceeded  from  exploration  to 
development,  a point  would  be  reached  where  the  decision  maker,  in  order  to  fulfill  the  mandate  of 
NEPA  wou  Id  be  required  to  examine  the  cumulative  and  synergistic  effects  of  not  on  ly  the  individual 
APD  but  the  entire  field  development... (IB LA  86-1575). 
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if  voluntary  actions  cannot  be  expected  to  become  required  of  industry  tbrougb  COAs  on 
a field  -wide  basis,  tben  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  of  tbe  affected  environment  is  inaccurate 
and  invalid. 


I disagree  witb  a statement  in  tbe  Executive  Summary  of  tbe  SEIS  about  "percept  ions" 

(p.  iv.):  "Reclamation  in  arid  environments  is  a very  slow  process,  leading  to  public  perceptions 
tbat  BLM  bas  required  too  little  of  tbe  operator  in  tbis  regard."  From  my  observations  over  tbe 
last  fi  ve  years,  my  perception  is  tbat  ea  rtb  is  being  moved;  tbat  tbe  protection  of  riparian  values  is 
not  happening;  tbat  pads  and  access  roads  tbat  bave  been  in  place  west  of  Parachute  Creek  for  as 
long  as  1 1 years  are  still  slumping,  ri  Hing,  washing  out,  an  d half  -vegetated  . Stream  crossings 
are  still  poorly  engineered  witb  too  small  culverts  placed  perpendicular  to  tbe  stream  flow.  Steep 
road  banks  are  still  rarely  reseeded  and  never  blanketed  to  slow  erosion.  Debris  deposited  onto 
roads  resulting  from  instability  is  routinely  graded  off  and  pushed  over  tbe  road's  edge,  where  it 
later  advances  into  riparian  areas. 

Tbis  is  entirely  tbe  problem— perceptions.  Industry  may  perceive  tbat  it  is  doing  an 
exceptional  job  of  reclaiming  these  typically  fragile  soils  and  erosive  faces.  I perceive  tbat 
reclamation  is  proceeding  too  slowly  on  sites  tbat  were  inappropriate  for  development  to  keep  up 
witb  tbe  rate  of  development.  I perceive  muddy  waters  where  streams  should  run  clear  if  riparian 
values  were  truly  being  protected.  But  my  perceptions,  I understand,  are  my  perceptions.  So  to 
do  away  witb  my  bias,  or  industry's  bias  for  tbat  matter,  I turn  to  tbe  BLM  's  reclamation  status 
analysis  for  actual  measurements  of  progress. 

Lnfortunately,  tbe  BLM  is  miles  away  from  achieving  a feasible  result  from  their 
evaluation.  The  methodology  described  in  tbe  GSRA  Policy  of  tbe  SEIS  is  vague  and 
inadequate.  First  and  foremost,  there  is  no  determination  of  sample  size,  without  which  tbe 
variability  among  samples  cannot  be  calibrated  to  a relatively  constant  variance.  Second,  it  is 
unclear  bow  and  who  determines  what  is  a representative  site.  Thus,  "representative"  becomes 
meaningless  as  it  is  subjective.  Third,  although  it  is  good  to  aim  for  canopy  cover  by  species,  it 
is  a waste  of  time  merely  to  estimate  it.  These  estimations  take  as  much  time  to  perform  as 
measurements,  but  "guessing"  is  less  precise  or  accurate.  Several  fixed  line  transects  would  be 
sufficient  and  make  repeatability  possible.  BLM  may  wish  to  consult  C.B.  Marlow  and  W.P. 
Clary,  1996,  "Natural  Resource  Monitoring  for  tbe  Daubenmire  Disadvantaged." 

Therefore,  I reject  BLM's  perception  tbat  tbe  GSRA  Policy  is  adequate  to  assess  actual 
surface  impacts  and  tbe  associated  cumulative  impacts.  I am  also  troubled  tbat  BLM  resorted  to 
hasty  monitoring/ evaluation  techniques  due  to  "time  and  manpower  constraints"  (p.  1-5),  and  am 
extremely  skeptical  of  tbe  results.  The  FEIS  stated  tbat  tbe  BLM  would  use  monitoring  to 
"determine  tbe  effectiveness  of  tbe  mitigative  practices  and  tbe  accuracy  of  tbe  impact 
predictions."  Wouldn't  this  directive  bave  set  up  baseline  evaluations  needed  for  future 
comparisons?  Wouldn't  tbe  BLM  bave  begun  these  baselines,  as  well  as  monitoring  and 
evaluation  of  wells  wi  thin  tbe  GSRA,  before  May  1997?  Development  was  obviously  outstripping 
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the  20  year  RFD  of  72  wells  a full  decade  and  a-half  sooner  than  anticipated.  Half  of  the  72 
wells  were  drilled  hy  October  1995,  four  years  after  the  release  of  the  1991  FEIS. 

Whatever  the  reason  for  the  delay  in  monitoring  and  evaluation,  it  is  unacceptable  for 
BLM  to  attempt  to  base  the  environmental  future  of  all  our  valued  natural  resources  on  one 
summer  of  evaluation  using  sketchy  criteria  and  methodology  conducted  under  said  "time  and 
manpower"  limitations. 

Overall,  the  BLM  is  making  a grave  error  in  attempting  to  tier  the  DSEIS  upon  the 
1991  FEIS.  The  mitigative  measures  described  in  the  FEIS  for  application  to  existing  and  new 
leases  have  not  been  exercised,  and  the  DSEIS  is  riddled  with  inconsistencies  and  incomplete 
analysis  in  several  areas.  Regarding  COAs  and  lease  rights,  issues  are  undeveloped  and  questions 
remain  unanswered  about  the  BLM's  authority  to  require  crucial  mitigation  for  environmental 
protection.  BLM  must  address  the  1991  FEIS'  validity,  as  it  spoke  of  certain  measures  deemed 
necessary  to  protect  the  environment,  which  in  actuality,  were  subsequently  assumed  "unavailable" 
to  the  GSRA.  Without  these  mitigative  assurances  the  FEIS  claimed  extensive  damage  would 
occur.  Either  the  FEIS  is  valid  in  its  environmental  consequences  and  mitigation  sections  or  it 
is  not  and  should  he  discarded. 

Regarding  assessment  of  current  and  past  environmental  impacts:  nowhere  in  the  SEIS  is 
there  data  to  support  that  soils  degradation  is  insignificant  and  indistinguishable  from  natural 
disturbances  (p.  ix.).  This  does  not  concur  with  the  fact  that  ri  Hing  and  gullying  occur  on  any  well 
pad  or  access  road  that  the  reclamation  assessment  deem  unacceptable  or  at  risk.  Any  lay  person 
can  observe  the  enormity  of  sloughing  headwalls,  chocolate  foaming  waters  that  exit  highly- 
developed  Crawford,  Riley  ,and  Starkey  Gulches  into  Parachute  Creek,  the  slides  and 
photographs  I have  seen  during  presentations  to  the  COGCC  of  culverts  washed  down 
embankments,  ill-sited  well  pads  eroding  into  riparian  vegetation  zones,  and  the  three-  foot  piles  of 
debris  hladed  from  access  roads,  awaiting  some  other  event  to  carry  them  conveniently  "away." 

Further  pertaining  to  assessment  of  current  and  past  environmental  impacts:  there  is  no 
discussion  about  the  cumulative  and  synergistic  effects  of  increased  well  density  resulting  from 
regional  down-spacing  and  higher  than  expected  field  development.  Road  densities,  level  of 
human  activity,  increased  access  into  formally  roadless  areas,  changes  in  air  quality  resulting  from 
a multitude  more  well  heads  are  all  legitimate  issues  not  addressed  in  the  environmental 
consequences  section. 

Additionally,  cumulative  and  synergistic  effects  on  air,  soil,  water,  and  biological  resources 
cannot  he  justified  on  an  acreage  only  basis,  nor  mitigated  on  95%  of  the  Federal  estate  as  site- 
specific,  voluntary  COAs.  In  the  decades  since  1954,  w hen  the  RMP  was  in  place  and 
exploration  and  development  of  fluid  minerals  began  to  increase,  only  one  operator  has 
volunteered  to  mitigate  wildlife  impacts.  Volunteering  is  deemed  uneconomic.  Without 
requirements  the  sum  of  negative  impacts  will  be  staggering.  The  BLM  must  consider  all  legal 
means  necessary  to  balance  the  acquisition  of  one  single  resource  with  the  protection  of  all  others. 
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BLM  sh  O uld  discuss  ike  authority  vested  in  them  under  Section  4 of  tke  Standard  Lease  Terms 
to  specify  rates  of  development  that  will  allow  revegetation  to  keep  pace  with  tke  general 
displacement  of  soils  and  wildlife  forage,  and  which  will  mesh  with  the  intent  of  seclusion  areas 
and  high  hahitat  value  areas.  BLM  should  also  more  thoroughly  discuss  their  Section  6 
authority  to  impose  reasonable  measures  necessary  to  prevent  adverse  impacts.  I would  argue  with 
the  instructional  memorandum  92-67  that  negates  the  BLM  s authority  to  apply  COAs  to 
existing  leases  to  mitigate  and  prevent  damage  to  other  natural  resources.  BLM  should  discuss 
the  possibility  that  judicial  review  of  this  instructional  memorandum  and  Sections  4 and  6 may 
he  needed  to  offset  the  impacts  of  300  FUTLTRE  WELLS  on  existing  federal  leases. 


BLM.  should  justify  the  statement-  "The  topography  in  Region  IV  forces  a choice  between 
impacting  the  riparian  zone  or  an  erosive,  steep  hillside  adjacent  to  the  riparian  zone." 

Topography  doesn't  dictate  this  choice.  The  BLM,  on  all  of  the  APDs  submitted,  new  lease  or  old, 
needs  to  ask  the  fundamental  question:  is  the  site  environmentally  appropriate  for  a pad  and  road 
or  not?  if  the  answer  is  no  then  the  operator  may  choose  to  directionally  drill  from  an 
appropriate  pad  site.  To  say,  "Well,  if  not  riparian  then  fragile  hillside,"  is  a cop  out.  BLM 
should  refer  to  their  Map  3.8-1  to  see  that  nearly  all  the  wells  dri  lied  on  Federal  leases  in  the 
Parachute-Rifle  area  are  on  highly  erosive  soils.  Given  this,  BLM  simply  must  commit  to  using 
several  sources  of  authority  to  avoid  erosive  soils,  requiring  realistic  bonding  on  APDs  where 
slopes  are  impacted,  and  resurrecting  the  CSU  stipulations  in  the  FEIS  as  COAs  on  existing 
leases.  Case  law  (Michael  Gold,  et  al.  IBLA  86-1575)  supports  that  BLM  is  not  prevented  from 
limiting  the  lessee,  regardless  of  the  age  of  the  lease,  to  less  environmentally  degrading  sites.* 


In 


summary: 


1)  BLM  must  include  a discussion  of  how  an  RFD  of  72  wells  from  1991  to  2011  on  existing 
leases  could  he  jumped  to  an  RFD  of  230  more  wells  on  existing  leases  by  2018,  while  at  the 
same  time  those  mitigative  measures  described  in  the  1991  FEIS  "cannot"  he  applied  to  existing 
leases.  BLM  sh  ould  discuss  how  the  agency  could  defend  the  environmental  consequences 
section  while  consistency  of  needed  COAs  with  lease  rights  remains  unanalyzed. 

2)  Overall  environmental  consequences  to  soil,  air,  water  and  biota,  both  past  and  future,  are 
questionable  when  the  assessment  of  nine  years  of  impacts  was  conducted  in  a single  season  under 
time  and  manpower  constraints,  using  questionable  methods.  My  opinion  is  that  the  only 
assessment  requiring  completion  before  November  1998  was  that  for  the  newly  acquired  NO  SR, 
resulting  from  Public  Law  105-85.  The  leasing  of  the  NOSR  should  h ave  entailed  its  own 
EIS,  and  should  not  have  influenced  a hasty  evaluation  of  impacts  as  required  by  the  FEIS  with 
regard  to  oil  and  gas  activities  on  existing  leases.  The  remainder  of  the  130  pads  on  BLM  could 
have  been  assessed  with  the  time  and  intensity  required  by  the  FEIS  to  disclose  adequately  the 
true  environmental  consequences  of  extensive  field  development. 
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3)  BLM  should  also  include  a discussion  of  exactly  how  they  will  "encourage"  industry's 
voluntary  compliance  with  its  "set  of  management  goals  and  desired  outcomes,"  keeping  in  mind 
that  only  one  operator  has  actively  participated  in  a wildlife  mitigation  project. 

4)  BLM  should  explain  its  rationale  for  allowing  any  further  development  in  riparian  zones, 
including  a discussion  comparing  the  DSEIS  NSO  exception  criteria  to  the  FEIS  Proposed 
Action  that  excepted  riparian  locations  only  after  detailed  and  strict  analysis  of  the  consequences, 
accompanied  hy  a plan  of  recovery  and  stringent  construction  requirements. 

5)  Finally,  BLM  should  state  whether  or  not  it  considers  the  FEIS  to  he  sound  in  its 
assessments  and  proposed  mitigation  for  oil  and  gas  development  in  the  GSRA.  if  BLM  finds 
that  it  its,  then  the  agency  might  legitimately  tier  the  SEIS  upon  it,  and  enact  the  mitigative 
measures  described  in  the  FEIS  with  ample  authority  through  the  Standard  Lease  Terms  and 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  if,  however,  the  BLM  finds  the  assumptions  in  the  FEIS  to  he 
incorrect,  then  the  agency  should  not  propose  to  tier  the  SEIS  upon  it,  hut  instead  seek  new  and 
more  thorough  analysis  of  the  Federal  Action  constituted  hy  oil  and  gas  development  on  public 
lands. 


I respectfully  submit  these  comments  for  your  review  and  response--just  under  the  wire,  of  course. 
Thank  you. 


Sincerely, 


"While  added  costs  to  a lessee  is  certainly  a proper  matter  for  consideration  hy  BLM  in  determining 
well  placement , the  mere  fact  that  a lessee  may  absorb  increased  cost  by  being  confined  to  a less 
environmentally  degrading  site  does  not,  ipso  facto,  prevent  the  BLM  from  limiting  the  lessee  to  such  a 

site..."  (IBLA  86-1575). 
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KINSLEY  GEOTECHNICAL,  INC. 
Consulting  Geologists  - Oil  & Gas  Managers 


20  November  1 998 


Mr  Steve  Moore 
SEIS  Team  Leader,  BLM 
POBox  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 


NOV  2 3 1998 


Dear  Mr  Moore, 


I am  writing  in  response  to  the  concerns  that  have  been  raised  by  many  Eagle  County  residents  as 
put  forth  in  the  Vail  Daily  article,  page  8,  November  4th,  1998  “BLM  to  host  forum  on  oil  and  gas 
leasing”. 


During  the  period  of  1958  through  1962  I periodically  worked  the  geology  of  Eagle,  Routt, 
Moffat,  Garfield,  and  Rio  Blanco  Counties  for  Pan  American  Petroleum  Corp  , now  known  as 
Amoco  We  lived  in  Minturn  and  covered  most  of  the  Eagle  County,  by  jeep  and  on  foot,  during 
one  3 month  stretch.  I pulled  some  of  the  work  maps  (they  remain  proprietary)  on  the  area  and 
have  developed  a response  for  those  people  concerned  with  drilling  in  ‘their  backyard’ 


A circle  beginning  at  Pyramid  Peak  on  the  northwest  in  the  northeast  corner  of  Rio  Blanco 
County,  then  to  the  town  of  Glenwood  Springs  on  the  west.  Aspen  on  the  south,  Leadville  on  the 
southeast,  Breckenridge  on  the  east.  Green  Mountain  Reservoir  and  the  eastern  side  of  Gore 
Canyon  (west  of  Kremmling)  on  the  northeast,  does  not  contain  any  chance  for  economic 
hydrocarbon  deposits.  There  are  more  adjacent  areas  that  are  barren,  but  the  described  circle 
makes  for  a simple  answer  to  the  concerns  of  Mr  Merrill  Hastings 


To  expand:  the  only  possible  formations  for  the  development  of  coal  bed  methane,  as  produced 
between  Rifle  and  DeBeque,  are  the  Cretaceous  Mesa  Verde  and  the  Tertiary  Wasatch 
formations  which  do  not  occur  in  the  subsurface  in  the  described  circle  The  Dakota  formation 
does  occur  in  the  area,  but  the  coal  beds  of  the  Dakota  are  thin  and  not  economically  feasible 
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Several  dry  holes  have  been  drilled  in  the  area  over  the  last  40  years,  one  of  those  wells  on  the 
Glenn  Anticline,  just  west  of  McCoy,  proved  that  structure  to  be  dry  Another  drilled  on  top  of 
Red  Table  Mountain,  south  of  Gypsum  also  proved  the  Red  Table  Anticline  to  be  dry 


I hope  the  above  helps  to  quell  some  of  the  fears  expressed  by  the  local  residents 

I would  like  to  be  placed  on  your  mailing  list  so  that  I might  attend  some  of  your  forums,  I would 
like  to  think  that  I could  add  my  experience  in  the  area  to  your  fund  of  knowledge 


Page  two  of  two 


BLM-ll-98 


GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  Final  SEIS  - January,  1999 


Page  151 


DRAFT  SEIS  COMMENTS 


Charles  H.  Kissinger 
1122  N.  15th,  Apt.  #91 1 
Canon  City,  CO  80202 
(719)275-1646 


November  15,  1998 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Att’n:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 


Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

I own  property  in  South  Routt  County  adjoining  and  intermingled  with  property  the  BLM 
reacquired  with  the  King  Mountain  acquisition.  (Shown  as  Recreation  Management  Area  5) 
This  King  Mountain  property  owned  by  the  BLM  projects  into,  and  some  of  it  is  virtually 
surrounded  by,  private  land  owned  by  me  and  by  neighbors. 

My  ranch  has  been  leased  for  Oil  & Gas  exploration  off  and  on  for  many  years  and  is  presently 
under  lease. 

Having  the  BLM  minerals  (both  reacquired  and  public  domain)  unavailable  for  leasing  the  past 
few  years  has  been  a deterrent  to  Oil  and  Gas  exploration  on  my  adjoining  private  land.  For 
a company  to  justify  investing  the  money  necessary  to  explore  an  area  they  need  to  be  able  to 
lease  the  entire  area. 

The  BLM  minerals  (both  reacquired  and  public  domain)  need  to  be  made  available  for  leasing 
immediately  in  order  to  encourage  oil  and  gas  exploration  in  the  area. 

Both  King  Mountain  and  Egeria  Park  have  had  oil  exploration  through  the  years.  Oil  & gas 
exploration  has  not  harmed  the  other  values  in  the  area  and  would  not  do  so  in  the  future. 

Very  truly  yours, 


RE:  Oil  & Gas  Leasing  & Development 

Draft  Supplemental  EIS 


Charles  H.  Kissinger 
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September  11,1998 

BLM  GSRA  Oil  and  Gas  SEIA 
P . 0 . Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 
Dear  Sirs: 

I would  like  to  comment  on  the  leasing  and  development  of  oil  and 
gas  wells  on  the  NOSR  lands.  My  interest  is  mainly  directed  to 
the  south  side  of  the  NORS , which  encompasses  the  steep  hill  and 
mountain  sections.  The  Department  of  Energy  has  constructed  some 
roads  and  well  sites  now  producing. 

Some  of  the  access  routes  cross  ordinarily  dry  water  courses. 
These  drainages  can  at  times,  convey  huge  amounts  of  flood  water, 
rocks,  mud  and  timber  materials.  They  drain  one  of  the  most 
highly  eroding  areas  in  the  state.  Poorly  designed  road 
crossings  and  the  roads  themselves  contribute  to  redirecting 
flood  debris  out  of  the  normal  drainages  and  onto  other  areas, 
degrading  the  surface.  Access  to  future  drilling  sites  can  be 
accomplished  with  some  thought  and  planning  rather  than  seeing 
how  quickly  and  cheaply  one  can  arrive  there.  A 12  foot  by  12 
foot  wall  of  debris  laden  flood  water  will  not  pass  through  a 10 
foot  culvert.  Expenses  that  occur  to  clear  the  drainage  can  far 
exceed  a properly  planned  crossing  in  the  beginning. 

If  sites  become  as  frequent  as  one  every  20  acres,  there  may  not 
be  much  stable  surface  remaining  considering  the  site  itself  and 
road w ay . I believe  it  is  essential  to  protect  as  many  of  the 
small  juniper  and  brush  plots  as  possible.  The  frontage  area  of 
the  Roan  Cliffs  lack  vegetation. 

One  other  aspect  I would  like  to  see  addressed  is  weed  control. 
This  is  a concern  for  all  well  sites  on  both  the  NOSR  and  private 
land  sites.  It  is  near  impossible  to  have  completely  weed  free 
land  but  some  effort  should  be  made  to  suppress  them.  I would 
like  to  see  the  Companies  recognize  this  problem  and  help  in  the 
control  of  weeds. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

^ *i  nco  rn  1 \r 


James  Langstaff 
0153  Highway  325 
Rifle,  CO  81650 
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PUBLIC  MEETING  - November  4,  1998 
DRAFT  SUPPLEMENTAL  OIL  AND  GAS  EIS 
GYPSUM,  COLORADO 

BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
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LARRY  R.  MOYER 
Petroleum  Geologist 
P.  O.  Box  1812 
Grand  Junction,  CO  81502 
970-255-0575 


November  20,  1998 


NOV  2 3 1998 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Att’n.:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  & Gas  Team  Leader 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

Re:  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

I have  reviewed  copies  of  the  June,  1998  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area,  Oil  & Gas  Leasing 
& Development  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the  June,  1998 
Addendum. 

I am  concerned  that  Federal  minerals  in  Townships  1 North  and  Ranges  84  and  85  West  have 
not  been  offered  for  lease.  I have  had  the  minerals  under  lease  in  the  past  and  wish  to  continue 
exploration  in  the  future  on  this  acreage.  I believe  that  the  GSRA  refusal  to  lease  is  unlawful 
in  accordance  with  the  Multiple  Use  Act,  and  I am  concerned  that  the  EIS  and  planning  process 
not  be  used  to  further  this  unlawful  and  unfair  withdrawl. 

Further,  I am  concerned  about  bigotry  against  the  oil  and  gas  industry  with  the  visual  impact 
restrictions  proposed.  I see  no  difference  between  telling  the  oil  and  gas  people  to  get  out  of 
sight  and  telling  blacks  to  go  to  the  back  of  the  bus  because  the  white  people  don’t  want  to  look 
at  them.  The  emissions  data  is  a further  example  of  bigotry  when  compared  to  1-70  emissions. 

Let  me  close  with  a few  thoughts.  My  family  has  had  a continuous  presence  in  the  Glenwood 
Springs  Resource  Area  and  the  adjacent  White  River  Resource  Areas  for  over  100  years,  and  I 
am  the  fifth  generation  to  attempt  to  make  a living  from  the  land.  What  I see  is  the  willing  and 
active  participation  by  the  BLM  and  other  Federal  agencies  to  throw  out  multiple  use  and 
promote  recreation.  In  effect  you  give  it  away  for  free,  you  provide  open  space  around 
developments  for  free,  but  you  want  to  regulate  and  charge  the  other  users.  I never  cease  to  be 
amazed  at  how  the  traditional  users  can  be  blamed  for  having  subsidies  when  the  open  space 
value  is  given  away  to  recreation  and  urban  density  development. 

The  attached  article  by  Dave  Gowdey  dealing  with  "Urban  Immigration"  is  very  much  on  point 
and  I believe  it  closely  resembles  my  own  beliefs.  I would  add  however,  as  one  having 
personally  been  to  Fort  Robinson  in  Nebraska  where  Crazy  Horse  was  stabbed  with  a bayonet 
by  a soldier.  Crazy  Horse  was  starved  out  and  came  into  the  reservation  on  his  own.  My 
question  is  once  you  have  starved  out  the  oil  and  gas  people,  then  where  will  you  be?  What  will 
you  have  gained?  Will  it  be  the  recreation  utopia  that  so  many  dream  of?  Or  will  it  be  filled 
with  "white  settlers"  that  have  no  concept  of  the  value  of  oil  and  gas  and  other  resources? 


Sincerely, 


Larry  R.  Moyer 
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Norman  J.  Mullen 

■ ' ‘ C 

240  Mesa  Avenue 
Grand  Junction , Colorado  81501 
o I nfl  ■ 1 3 9 70-257-7860 

:j  ..  L i • - \/  * I v 


September  17,  1998 


Mike  Mottice 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area  Manager 
U.S.D.l.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 


Comments  on  Oil  and  Gas  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS). 


Dear  Mr.  Mottice: 

I would  like  to  submit  the  following  comments  on  the  above  draft  EIS: 

I.  Iam  really  disappointed  that  you  are  proposing  to  make  available  for  leasing  all  of  the  lands  in 
the  resource  area  that  are  not  in  WSAs.  I think  areas  like  Deep  Creek,  Castle  Peak  additions. 
King  Mountain,  and  other  roadless  areas  should  not  be  open  to  leasing.  I also  support  no  leasing 
in  important  environmental  areas  like  riparian  zones,  steep  slopes  above  25%,  critical  winter 
range,  breeding/  calving  grounds,  and  habitat  for  endangered  plants  and  animals. 

I think  NEPA  and  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act,  as  well  as  the  Marathon  decisions  in  the  federal 
district  court  in  Colorado  and  the  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals,  hold  that  leasing  is 
discretionary.  Also,  BLM’s  performance  review  recommended  that  BLM  managers  be  able  to 
exercise  discretion  not  to  lease  lands.  Why  are  you  seeing  it  necessary  to  propose  leasing 
everywhere? 

II.  I also  have  recently  visited  lands  already  subject  to  development  in  Region  4—  in  Riley, 
Starkey,  and  Crawford  Gulches.  I was  shocked  by  the  lack  of  proper  engineering  for  roads  and 
pads  and  the  extremely  poor  reclamation  done  on  them.  As  a result,  there  is  a tremendous 
amount  of  erosion  of  soil,  destruction  of  springs  and  wetlands,  and  a large  amount  of  soil  that  is 
moving  downslope  into  perennial  streams.  The  impacts  there  are  unnecessary  and  undue,  and 
violate  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act. 

There  should  be  no  more  development  by  the  operators  on  federal  lands  on  these  sites  until  they 
have  remedied  the  problems  they  have  created. 
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I believe  that  you  care  about  your  resource  area.  Yet  it  seems  that  you  are  allowing  the  area  in 
Region  4 to  become  an  oil  and  gas  sacrifice  zone.  Please  get  a handle  on  these  problems  before 
it  gets  much  worse  with  the  much  denser  development  forecast  in  the  SEIS. 
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November  9,  1 998 

> 

! * i c 

Mr.  Mike  Mottice  ' d 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P O Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs  CO  81602 
Dear  Mr  Mottice: 

Thank  you  for  extending  the  comment  period  and  allowing  the  citizens  of  Eagle  County  to 
participate  in  the  decision  involving  oil  and  gas  leasing  on  BLM  lands  in  Eagle  County  I do 
have  some  comments  and  concerns  about  the  prospect  of  unrestricted  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  Eagle 
County  and  the  GSRA 

If  the  SEIS  covers  Eagle  County,  why  is  the  Eagle  County  area  not  dealt  with  m the  same  detail 

as  Region  4?  The  statement  that  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Eagle  County  area  is  unlikely  due  to 

poor  showmgs  in  previous  drilling  is  contradicted  by  the  rating  of  the  area  as  a 3 out  of  4 on  the 
potential  scale  This  rating  may  only  be  based  on  the  depth  of  rock  in  the  stratagraphic  column 
which  show  potential,  regardless  of  other  mitigating  factors,  but  the  feet  remains  that  there  is 
good  potential.  As  I remarked  at  the  meeting  in  Gypsum,  there  are  a lot  of  people  and 
corporations  out  there  with  more  money  than  brains,  and  the  lure  of  a potentially  rich  pocket 
during  a booming  gas  market  would  tempt  many  of  them  to  punch  dry  holes  all  over  the  place 
To  drill  a dry  hole  still  requires  a road  and  a platform  for  the  drill  rig  This  means  further  erosive 
cuts  on  very  erodable  rock,  trashed  riparian  areas  and  general  industrial  degradation.  All  of  this 
whether  there  is  any  gas  or  oil  there  or  not  The  ng  leaves  for  some  other  “potential”  site,  but  the 
damage  is  done.  As  you  state  in  your  report  recovery  is  slow  and  difficult  in  these  arid,  erodable 
environments  Some  consolation.  To  do  this  on  a substantial  scale  would  be  catastrophic  to  this 
area  To  rely  on  the  unlikelyhood  of  exploratory  development  is  irresponsible  You  stated  in 
your  SEIS  that  the  reason  for  it  is  due  to  the  fact  that  “the  amount  of  development  activity 
anticipated”  m the  1991  FEIS  was  “quickly  surpassed”.  Given  this,  I believe  that  it  would  be 
reprehensible,  if  not  illegal,  to  allow  blanket  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  all  the  other  areas  of  the  GSRA 
with  a SEIS  which  only  deals  with  Region  4 

What  buffer  areas  are  allowed  to  Wilderness  Study  Areas  such  as  Castle  Peak  and  Bull  Gulch? 
Under  the  PA  it  seems  that  a ng  could  pull  up,  literally,  to  the  fence  line  and  commence  with  its 
work.  This  is  absolutely  unacceptable  I spoke  briefly  with  Francisco  about  the  “viewsheds”  and 
their  protection  As  a visitor  to  the  summit  of  Castle  Peak,  I believe  that  is  the  proper  vantage  for 
the  “veiwshed"  Even  below  the  summit,  the  area  covered  by  the  eye  is  substantial,  and  so  much 
as  a flame,  or  noise,  from  a drill  ng  two  miles  away  would  be  detrimental  Out  of  sight  may  be 
out  of  mind  for  an  old  suit  of  armor,  but  not  for  a biotic  community.  And  what  about  the  “Noise- 
sheds”  and  “Odor-sheds”? 


Deep  Creek  Absolutely  no  oil  and  gas  activity  should  be  allowed  within  a mile  of  the  Deep 
Creek  watershed  Penod.  This  means  the  watershed,  not  just  the  canyon  nm.  The  water  of  Deep 
Creek  is  particularly  pnstrne,  and  any  industnal  disturbance  near  on  of  the  tnbutanes  above  the 
canyon  could  do  considerable  damage  Deep  Creek  is  currently  going  through  the  process  of 
Wild  and  Scenic  designation  Whether  the  area  is  so  designated  is  immaterial  Deep  Creek  is  a 
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unique  environment  in  Colorado  and  the  west  More  than  Maximum  Protection  is  required,  for 
the  entire  watershed,  not  just  the  canyon 

King  Mountain  is  an  area  the  BLM  intentionally  set  aside  for  non-motonzed  recreation 
“Administrative  uses”  may  give  “permitted”  activities  the  nght  to  use  motorized  vehicles  in  this 
area  Emergencies  and  ranchers  are  one  thing  A drill  ng  and  D-9  Cat  are  not  exactly  a pickup 
truck,  regardless  of  what  the  Chevy  adds  on  TV  lead  one  to  believe  To  equate  the  two  is 
ludicrous.  King  Mountain  is  a special  area,  why  else  would  BLM  acquire  it?  The  idea  that  King 
Mountain,  Pisgah,  and  Castle  Peak  areas  should  have  exceptions  permitted  on  existing  roads, 
after  all  the  work  of  making  these  areas  non-motonzed,  is  a senous  contradiction. 

All  of  these  areas  need  the  benefit  of  not  allowing  oil  and  gas  leasing  near  them,  and  the  areas 
around  them  need  the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative. 

In  the  Executive  summary,  page  iii,  you  state  regardmg  older  leases  that  “It  is  recognized  that 
some  of  these  practices  may  be  inconsistent  with  certain  lease  rights  already  granted  and  therefore 
would  have  to  be  modified  or  waived  on  a case  by  case  basis”.  So  the  destructive  practices  of  the 
past  are  to  be  maintained  and  even  extended?  BMP  does  not  stand  for  Bad  Management 
Practices  As  technology  and  understanding  of  the  impacts  of  our  uses  of  the  land  expand,  so 
should  our  management  and  mitigation  of  those  impacts  No  private  landlord  would  lock  himself 
into  such  an  untenable  situation  where  his  property  is  trashed,  even  if  he  only  learned  the 
significance  of  that  after  the  lease  was  signed.  As  one  of  the  landlords  of  BLM  property,  I really 
must  protest  not  bemg  able  to  have  the  tenant  conform  with  changing  standards  of  property 
protection,  or  change  depending  on  what  the  activities  may  be  doing  to  the  neighboring  property 
This  is  an  outrageous  situation  where  the  ‘tenant”  is  virtually  in  ownership  of  the  property.  At 
the  Gypsum  meeting  you  assured  us  that  the  BLM  would  be  a very  tough  landlord,  but  I am  still 
uneasy  about  the  terms  of  the  lease,  the  terms  flexibility  over  time  with  new  technology  and 
understanding,  and  with  your  limited  staff  and  budgets  ability  to  police  the  “tenant”. 

You  also  mention  in  the  SEIS  that  “ based  on  engineering  considerations,  a 35%  slope  is  often 
considered  at  or  near  the  upper  limit  for  road  and  well  pad  construction.”  and  that  beyond  25% 
slopes  “reclamation  becomes  increasingly  more  difficult”  I have  been  in  the  civil  engineering 
side  of  the  land  development  busmess  for  nearly  twenty  years  and  I don’t  believe  I have  ever  read 
a more  preposterous  assertion.  A 35%  slope  is  practically  a cliff! ! ! No  road  is  allowed  m Eagle 
County  over  8%  without  mitigation.  No  road  is  allowed  over  10%,  period.  Past  these  slopes, 
disturbed  soil  becomes  incredibly  vulnerable  to  erosion  and  general  instability.  You’re  damned 
nght  reclamation  “becomes  increasingly  difficult”.  It  won’t  happen  in  your  or  my  lifetime. 
Unmitigated  damage  will  continue  to  erode  and  degrade  the  streams  and  slopes  below  through 
our  grandchildren’s  lifetime.  This  engineering  practice  of  yours  is,  to  my  mind,  absolutely 
negligent  and  irresponsible,  if  not  downright  criminal.  I don’t  care  what  the  oil  companies 
engineers  say,  they  get  paid  to  say  it  If  government  engineers  say  it,  well,  what  can  I say. . . 
Propose  a road  at  35%  to  the  Eagle  County  Engineer,  even  25%,  for  daily  traffic  and  heavy 
machinery,  and  see  what  he  says.  You  won’t  like  it. 

Now  I get  to  some  of  my  more  senous  concerns  Ripanan  areas,  the  streams  and  the  fish  As 
your  SEIS  states,  much  damage  and  loss  to  npanan  areas  has  already  occurred  You  also  state, 
correctly,  that  the  ripanan  areas  are  some  of  the  “most  productive  and  valuable  vegetation 
communities  m Region  4”.  This  goes  for  Eagle  County  npanan  areas  as  well  You  go  on  to  state 
that  most  of  the  loss  and  damage  has  occurred  on  pnvate  land,  so  much  so  that  we  have  lost 
nearly  or  more  than  half  the  npanan  areas  You  than  seem  to  make  the  leap  of  non-logic  that 
because  so  little  loss  or  damage  has  occurred  on  public  land  that  it  is  OK  to  continue  the  carnage 
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there.  “ Topography  sometimes  dictates  that  potential  well  sites  and  roads  be  placed  directly  in  or 
adjacent  to  these  ( riparian)  areas.”  No,  Topography  sometimes  dictates  that  roads  and  well  sites 
DO  NOT  GET  BUILT!!  1 realize  that  this  may  seem  illogical,  believe  me,  it  isn’t.  The  BLM 
and  the  Oil  Companies  can  start  to  operate  by  the  same  rules  that  the  rest  of  the  “private”  world 
operates  under  No  private  developer  in  my  experience  would  be  given  such  generous  latitude, 
thankfully  Why  should  you?  Any  further  loss  or  degradation  of  npanan,  wetland  or  aquatic 
communities  is  absolutely  unacceptable,  especially  if  it  is  on  public  land  where  we  have  a chance 
to  prevent  it. 

There  is  a piece  of  land  managed  by  the  BLM  on  the  north  side  of  Hardscrabble  Mt , south  of 
Eagle,  which  contains  Abrams  Creek  This  creek,  within  your  jurisdiction,  contains  one  of  only 
twenty  known  populations  of  genetically  pure  Colorado  Cutthroat  Trout  in  the  four  state  upper 
Colorado  River  Basin  This  population  is  isolated  and  protected  from  interbreeding  or  damage  by 
non-native  species.  It  has  come  to  my  attention  that,  despite  complaints,  you  are  allowing 
degradation  of  this  stream  and  trout  population.  These  fish,  especially  m this  condition,  are  close 
to  being  declared  endangered  If  you  can  not  protect  this  small  population  of  fish,  in  this 
relatively  small  and  isolated  reach  of  Abrams  Creek,  how  in  the  world  do  you  expect  me  to 
believe  that  you  will  be  able  to  protect  all  the  other  riparian  and  stream  communities  which  you 
now  propose  to  open  to  destruction?  The  current  damage  to  Abrams  Creek  is  being  done  by  off 
road  vehicles  and  cattle.  What  happens  when  drill  rigs  and  D-9’s  move  m?  Have  you  ever  been 
on  a construction  site  or  seen  the  places  where  they  “maintain”  the  heavy  machinery?  Dick 
Dixon’s  point  about  the  trash  and  general  pollution  caused  in  these  areas  should  not  be  taken 
lightly.  Agam,  I do  not  believe  you  have  the  staff  to  police  these  areas  and  enforce  the  rules,  such 
as  they  are. 

The  SEIS  states  that  the  PA  “encourages  operators  to  work  with  the  CDOW  to  establish 
guidelines  for  their  employees  ‘working  in  wildlife  habitat”’.  All  of  it  is  wildlife  habitat  This 
should  be  mandatory,  before  any  lease  is  granted  a plan  should  be  in  place,  acceptable  to  the 
CDOW.  How  many  of  these  folks  that  you  have  “encouraged”  actually  did  it?  Lip  service,  yes, 
but  really  did  it?  The  CDOW  officers  are  a generally  dispirited  bunch  when  it  comes  to  things 
like  this  They’ve  been  to  the  well  too  many  times.  Many  are  encouraged,  but  no  one  ever  does 
it.  Meanwhile  the  wildlife  are  the  losers. 

Yes,  oil  and  gas  operations  can  be  a boost  to  a local  economy,  but  not  here,  not  now.  That’s  the 
old  west,  boom  and  bust.  We  may  well  still  be  in  the  traditional  boom  and  bust  cycle  here  m the 
“new  west”,  but  the  extractive  industries  are  only  marginally  involved  Eagle  County,  Garfield 
County  and  Region  4,  are  more  dependent,  by  far,  cm  tourism,  recreation  and  real  estate 
speculation  To  say  that  oil  and  gas  would  be  significantly  competitive  with  these  new 
enterprises  is  laughable  One  house  on  Bellyache  Ridge,  in  full  view  of  Castle  Peak,  probably 
sells  for  more  money  than  all  the  oil  and  gas  produced  in  the  GSRA  brings  into  the  area  by  itself. 

A house  in  Bachelor  Gulch,  agam  with  a great  view  of  Castle  Peak,  definitely  does  Any  oil  and 
gas  leasing  m the  eastern  half  of  the  GSRA  would  be  detrimental  to  the  local  economy,  not 
beneficial. 

When  my  daughter  asked  the  question  of  you,  “ after  all  this  is  done,  what’s  left  for  the  wildlife 
and  me,  my  generation?”  you  spoke  of  striking  a balance,  of  the  financial  gams  for  the  region  and 
the  continued  gasping  use  of  fossil  fuels  for  our  “lifestyle”.  I don’t  think  you  understood  her 
question.  The  financial  gams  are  insignificant  By  the  time  she  is  taking  her  grandchildren  up  to 
Castle  Peak  to  see  a mountain  lion,  elk  and  deer,  and  the  full  panorama  of  Eagle,  Garfield  and 
Routt  Counties  spread  before  them,  as  she  and  I did  this  summer,  fossil  fuels  will  be  insignificant 
as  well.  The  scars  so  difficult  to  “reclaim”  will  still  be  there  The  elk,  deer,  mountain  lions  and 
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the  trout  will  be  far  scarcer,  if  there  at  all  The  money  made  by  speculators  in  Houston,  if  any, 
will  be  spent  What  will  be  left?  Not  much  by  the  “balanced”  approach.  The  future,  and  what 
we  are  continually  leammg  m the  present,  always  seems  to  get  left  out  of  a “balanced”  plan  based 
on  the  past.  As  oil  and  gas  exploration  becomes  more  desperate  all  of  the  other  values  will  be 
“balanced”  right  out  of  the  picture  Balance  works  well  where  values  are  compatible  In  this 
case,  as  with  oil  and  water,  they  don’t  mix  very  well  Region  4 already  seems  pretty  heavily 
unbalanced  in  favor  of  the  oil  and  gas  interests 

How  can  you  realistically  create  scenarios  for  the  next  twenty  years  based  on  the  last  five?  The 
last  five  years  alone  were  unpredicted  by  the  five  preceding  that,  by  your  own  admission  of  the 
inadequacies  of  the  1991  FEIS 

If  oil  and  Gas  are  an  “unlikely  prospect”  in  Eagle  County,  than  it  should  be  no  great  hardship,  nor 
any  lack  of  balance,  not  to  grant  any  leases  within  this  area.  I can’t  think  of  a single  place  here  to 
which  oil  and  gas  leasmg  would  be  appropriate,  from  southern  Routt  County  to  Red  Table 
Mountain  to  the  Flat  Tops  and  White  River  Plateau.  Undoubtedly  the  oil  and  gas  interests  will 
think  of  some,  regardless  of  how  unlikely  the  prospects  are,  and  if  the  market  heats  up  as 
predicted.  In  the  event  that  oil  and  gas  leasmg  does  occur  m this  sensitive  recreational  and 
wildlife  area,  then  the  Maximum  Protection  Alternative  needs  to  be  applied. 

Also,  please  keep  me  notified  of  any  proposed  lease  or  area  already  let  in  the  GSRA,  especially  in 
the  Eagle  County  area 


Ken  Neubecker 
P O Box  1448 
Eagle  CO  81631 
(970) 328-7265 
Kneubecker@aol . com 


Sincerely, 
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Joan  L.  Savage 


November  23,  1998 


5933  - 320  ROAD,  RIFLE,  COLORADO  81650  (970)  625-1675 


NOV  2 3 1993 


Savage  Oil  Shale 
Development 
Savage  Ranches 
Buffalo  Basin  Ltd. 
Shale,  Inc. 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Attention:  Steve  Moore,  Oil  and  Gas  Team  Leader 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 

RE:  January  1991  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement:  "Oil  and  Gas 

Leasing" 

June  1998  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement:  "Oil  and 
Gas  Leasing" 


I have  great  concern  over  the  degradation  of  air  quality 
caused  by  the  pads,  roads,  and  ancillary  traffic  which  carry  large 
quantities  of  mud  onto  county  roads.  This  concern  has  been 
expressed  repeatedly  by  others  at  many  public  meetings. 

All  roads  and  un-vegetated  parts  of  pads  should  be  graveled  to 
alleviate  dust  in  so  far  as  practical.  The  practice  of  constructing 
roads  to  an  industrial  site  for  30+years  of  commercial  use  without 
the  requirement  of  graveling  is  unacceptable.  Further,  no 
remediation  of  road-edge  cuts  is  apparently  required.  The  time 
allowance  of  5 years  to  effect  re-vegetation  is  too  long.  Huge 
amounts  of  water  are  hauled  for  drilling  and  it  shouldn’t  be 
unreasonable  to  water  seed  several  times  to  reduce  re-vegetation  to 
3 years.  Without  these  two  requirements,  it  can  be  anticipated  that 
literally  hundreds  of  pads,  roads  and  mud  tracks  all  could  be 
blowing  dust  simultaneously.  As  you  know,  Tom  Brown,  Inc.,  on  their 
own  volition,  are  graveling  their  roads. 

I take  exception  to  the  data  in  Section  4.2  of  the 
Supplemental  Statement.  The  assumption  of  1,200  wells  within  20 
years,  would  assume  60  wells  a year,  less  than  half  of  the  present 
activity  without  anticipated  BLM  lands.  Permitting  5 years  to  full 
re-vegetation  of  pads,  untreated  road  surfaces  and  cuts;  1/3  of  pads 
never  re-vegetated;  and  no  determination  of  future  spacing  of  wells, 
makes  the  air  pollutant  data  suspect. 

The  actual  operational  facts  are  that  each  well  has  between 
250-450  vehicle  trips  to  the  pad  in  its  production  life 
(approximately  30  years),  most  of  these  occurring  in  the  first  year. 
Multiplied  by  approximately  100  wells  per  year  in  this  immediate 
area,  times  a fluctuating  percentage  of  pads  under  re-vegetation, 
and  no  road  remediation,  results  in  a staggering  local  impact. 

The  other  important  problem  is  created  by  the  flaring  of 
wells.  The  present  system  of  flaring  into  the  drilling  pit  to 
evaporate  the  drilling  fluids  has  two  problems-1.)  unknown 
evaporates  being  dispersed  and  2.)  the  fire  is  unattended  and 
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frequently  goes  out,  which  results  in  large  volumes  of  methane  being 
dumped  into  the  atmosphere.  It  would  seem  reasonable  to  require 
some  testing  on  this  method  mid  require  supervision  of  the  fires. 

These  factors  should  be  worked  into  the  specific  well  drilling 
permit  to  assure  a more  acceptable  impact  on  this  area. 

We  appreciate  the  many  improvements  that  have  been  made 
recently  by  the  BLM  in  controlling  the  use  of  the  public  lands  by 
the  Oil  and  Gas  industry  and  think  the  present  Impact  Statements 
reflect  your  concern  and  hard  work  on  this  issue. 


Sincerely  yours 


(Joan  : 


tian  L . Savage 


JLS/med 
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c ■ i t 

BLM  -'0  ■-  • ‘ • 

Attn:  Mr.  Steve  Moore 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
P.  O.  Box  1009 
Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 

Gentlemen : 

We  have  been  permanent  residents  in  the  Parachute,  Colorado  area 
for  the  past  four  and  one-half  years.  For  the  six  years  prior  to 
that  time,  we  vacationed  here  every  year,  loving  the  beautiful 
surroundings  of  the  area. 

During  the  past  year,  we  have  been  devastated  by  what  is  happening 
to  this  beautiful  land  through  the  indifference  of  the  persons 
involved  in  the  oil  and  gas  industries,  as  they  rape  the  land  by 
clearing  it  to  roads,  well  pads,  etc.  With  the  little  rainfall 
in  this  area,  it  takes  many  years  for  just  minimal  regrowth  in  these 
areas,  and  often  the  regrowth  is  vegetation  which  the  wildlife  will 
not  eat.  The  dirt  roads  do  not  appear  to  be  properly  engineered 
and  thus  they  have  to  constantly  be  regraded;  we  have  seen  the 
visual  results  of  this  regrading,  wherein  dirt  is  just  thrown  to 
the  side  of  the  roads,  clogging  the  streams  and  rivers  which  pro- 
vide much  needed  moisture  for  the  wildlife  and  native  grasses 
which  support  the  wildlife. 

We  have  accepted  the  fact  that  there  is  going  to  be  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  drilling  in  this  mineral-rich  country.  We,  too, 
like  to  have  the  gas  piped  to  our  homes  with  which  to  cook  and  with 
which  to  keep  warm.  But  certainly  this  exploration  and  drilling 
can  be  done  responsibly.  We  understand  that  directional  drilling 
costs  a little  more  when  a well  is  first  established,  but  the 
cost  of  constantly  regrading  roads,  providing  regrowth  of  native 
plant  life  over  a period  of  twenty  to  thirty  years  is  not  cheap 
either.  We  have  seen  approval  for  the  number  of  wells  per  square 
mile  to  be  increased.  We  have  seen  some  "accidents"  occur  in  which 
water  and  air  have  been  fouled  for  long  periods  and  serious  injuries 
have  been  experienced  by  persons  who  happened  to  be  near  the  place 
of  these  accidents. 

You,  who  work  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  are  paid  your 
salaries  with  the  tax  money  derived  from  our  income  taxes,  as  well 
as  some  of  the  funds  received  from  the  harvest  of  the  minerals. 

All  we  ask  is  that  you  use  the  authority  which  you  have  to  keep  our 
public  lands  in  a condition  that  all  of  us  can  enjoy  our  lives. 


*!! : 38 


Re:  Supplemental  Environ- 

mental  Impact  Statement 
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You  are  the  only  ones  we  can  turn  to,  to  safeguard  our  environment, 
so  that  we  have  clean  air,  clean  water  and  a visually  acceptable 
area  in  which  to  live.  You  have  been  charged  with  upholding 
activities  on  public  lands  in  the  best  interests  of  all  concerned; 
we  trust  you  will  oversee  the  manner  in  which  these  lands  are 
used  so  that  all  parties  concerned  can  benefit  from  what  these 
lands  have  to  offer. 


Very  truly  yours 


Jeanette  Truog 


David  Truog 


18  East  Ridge  Court 
Parachute,  CO  81635 
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6691  County  Road  309 
Parachute,  Colorado  81635 
2 November  98 


Mr.  Steve  Moore 

Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  Colorado  81602 
Dear  Mr.  Moore: 

Here  are  mv  comments  on  your  Oil  & Gas  Leasing  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  It  demonstrates  how  much  time  and  effort  can  be  wasted  on  language 
which  could  be  better  spent  on  field  inspection  and  compliance. 

LEASING:  I recognize  the  statement  that  it  is  too  late  to  control  leasing.  A 

market  glut  wastes  our  future  resources.  Our  reserves  of  gas  production  should 
closed  in  and  no  new  leases  allowed  when  there  is  a glut. 

WATER  PROBLEM:  Trucking  the  production  water  risks  spill  contamination 
and  traffic  accidents;  it  also  increases  road  wear  and  maintenance  need.  When 
spacing  is  1/2  mile  or  less  between  wells  as  it  is  at  Rulison,  operators  should  be 
required  to  pump  and  pipe  water  to  a common  disposal  pond. 

SAFETY:  In  Appendix  E-6  you  require  a 50'  cement  seal  above  and  below  the 
encountered  water  zones.  The  Rulison  area  is  highly  fractured  so  a seal  of  100-150' 
should  be  required.  Appendix  E-5  must  have  been  drafted  by  an  ignorant, 
incompetent  nincompoop.  They  probably  have  never  seen  a half-fried  employee. 
Any  flammable  pressure  line  should  be  corrosion  protected  and  high  visibility 
color-coded  for  safety  and  obstacle  visibility.  Never  hide  a bare  pipe  of  flammable 
material  In  the  sagebrush! 

CONTROL:  It  is  my  observation  you  are  long  on  paperwork  and  woefully  lax  on 
field  control  of  contractors  and  lease  operators.  While  they  spill  material,  ruin  roads 
and  ditches,  and  fail  to  correct  deficiencies  promptly,  you  are  carefully  crafting  drafts 
and  redrafts  behind  desks.  It  seems  the  cart  is  leading  the  horse. 


Sincerely, 


(Mr.)  Wayne  E.  Wells 
Registered  Professional  Engineer 
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MISS  H.  LYNN  WHITNEY 


P.  O.  Box  6232,  Battlement  Mesa,  CO  81636-6232 
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Andy  Wiessner 
8 1 1 Potato  Patch  Drive 
Vail,  CO  8165 
(tel:  970-476-6136) 


November  10,  1998 


BLM  Glenwood  Springs  Resource  Area 
Attn:  Steve  Moore 
P.O.  Box  1009 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  81602 
Dear  BLM, 

I am  writing  with  regard  to  the  SEIS  on  oil  and  gas  leasing  in  the  Glenwood  Springs 
Resource  Area.  My  comments  are  limited  to  the  portion  of  the  Resource  Area  located  in  Eagle 
County,  as  that  is  the  area  with  which  I am  most  familiar. 

In  general,  I am  opposed  to  the  issuance  of  any  oil  and  gas  leases,  even  leases  with 
NSO  stipulations,  in  the  following  areas  of  Eagle  County: 

-all  BLM  lands  on  the  vicinity  of  Castle  Peak,  including  all  lands  east  of 
the  roadless  area  in  T3S,  R84  W.  I understand  that  there  may  be  some 
already  existing  leases  on  Horse  Mountain,  but  no  new  leases  should  be 
; issued  in  the  area.  It  is  far  too  valuable  for  outdoor  recreation; 

-all  BLM  lands  in  the  Pisgah  Mtn/Windy  Point  roadless  area; 

-the  King  Mountain  RMA; 

-the  Hack  Lake  RMA  and  adjacent  lands  in  Tucker  Draw/upper  Sheep  Creek; 

-the  Deep  Creek  RMA  and  any  lands  along  the  Coffee  Pot  Road  from 
the  Colorado  River  to  the  National  Forest  Boundary.  This  is  one  of  the 
best  areas  in  our  County  for  outdoor  recreation  in  the  spring  and  fall 
seasons  when  much  of  the  rest  of  the  public  land  in  the  County  is  still 
under  snow.  In  addition,  the  Coffee  Pot  road  is  one  of  the  most  scenic  driv  es  in 
our  entire  state  and  is  not  appropriate  for  heavy  equipment  or  mineral 
development; 

-all  other  RMA  lands  as  identified  in  the  SEIS  map  3.11-1 
(Bull  Gulch,  Eagle  River,  Colo.  River,  etc.); 

-lands  along  Eby  Creek,  State  Highway  131  and  in  the  Red  Canyon  area, 
unless  the  lands  leased  can  be  accessed  from  existing  roads  and  are  out  of  view  of 
highway  travel  corridors, 

-lands  within  the  viewshed  of  the  Sweetwater  Creek  road  and  near  Anderson 
Camps; 

-lands  east  of  Wolcott  and  those  in  the  Bellyache  Ridge  Area;  and 
-lands  along  the  lower  Piney  River  (if  not  in  the  Colorado  River  RMA). 
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While  the  above  list  seems  lengthy,  it  comprises  only  a very  small  portion  of  the  BLM  land 
in  our  County.  However  , the  identified  lands  are  important  to  protect  from  leasing  and 
development  because  they  are  heavily  used  for  outdoor  recreation  and/or  lie  along  heavily 
traveled  roads  or  in  areas  of  residential  development.  They  also  generally  comprise  rugged  terrain 
where  road  building  and  other  activities  associated  with  oil  and  gas  leasing  would  have  adverse 
visual  and  environmental  impacts. 

As  you  are  well  aware,  oil  and  gas  leasing  is  an  entirely  discretionary  activity  , and  nothing 
in  FLPMA  or  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  specifies  that  lands  need  be  open  for  leasing.  Thus,  I 
strongly  dispute  the  statement  on  page  iii  of  the  Executive  Summary  of  the  SEIS  which  states  that 
it  is  "consistent"  with  BLM  policy  and  the  Mineral  Leasing  Act  that  all  lands  except  for  WSAs 
should  be  available  for  oil  and  gas  leasing.  That  is  an  inaccurate  statement. 

I am  also  interested  as  to  why.  when  there  is  apparently  little  interest  from  even  the  oil  and 
gas  industry  in  leasing  in  our  County,  BLM  wants  to  make  so  much  land  available  for  leasing.  I 
believe  that  BLM  should  only  issue  leases  upon  request  from  a specific  applicant,  and  then  only 
after  the  public  has  been  notified  about  the  specific  lease  and  has  a chance  to  comment  on  it. 

I personally  feel  that,  at  least  with  respect  to  BLM  lands  located  in  Eagle  County,  it  is 
time  to  revisit  the  entire  leasing  question... because  our  County  has  grown  exponentially  since  the 
early  1990s,  and  leasing  is  simply  inappropriate  in  the  areas  I have  identified.  . . and  perhaps  others 
of  which  I am  unaware.  However,  if  BLM  is  unwilling  to  revisit  the  leasing  issue  in  our  County  at 
this  time,  I would  request  that  any  leasing  in  the  areas  I have  identified  be  accompanied  by  an 
NSO  stipulation  with  no  exceptions.  By  "no  exceptions",  I mean  a legally  binding  stipulation 
which  allows  no  surface  occupancy  whatsoever  of  the  leased  area,  and  does  so  in  a manner  in 
which  no  court  can  subsequently  determine  that  a "property  right"  exists  which  could  allow 
breaching  the  NSO  stipulation. 

In  addition  to  the  above  observations  and  suggestions,  I have  the  following  requests: 

1.  That  if  you  are  unable  to  revisit  the  leasing  question,  you  adopt  the  Maximum 
Protection  Alternative  as  set  forth  in  the  SEIS. 

2.  That  all  current  undeveloped/unroaded  areas  in  Eagle  County  be  inventoried  for  their 
wilderness  and  roadless  values,  particularly  as  relates  to  fish  and  wildlife  habitat,  prior  to  any 
leasing  decisions. 

3.  That  no  new  leases  be  issued  in  our  County  without  advance  notification  to  the  County 
Commissioners  and  an  opportunity  for  public  comment  on  specific  lease  proposals. 

4.  That  I be  put  on  a list  to  be  notified  of  any  proposals  to  issue  new  oil  and  gas 
leases  in  any  location  in  our  County.  If  such  a list  does  not  exist,  that  one  be  developed 
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BLM  lands  in  Eagle  County  are  a critical  component  in  preserving  our  remaining  open 
space  and  fast  disappearing  wildlife  habitat.  Therefore,  any  decision  to  issue  new  oil  and  gas 
leases  is  a matter  which  needs  to  be  carefully  analyzed  in  cooperation  with  local  government  and 
the  general  public.  It  should  not  be  done  in  the  disjointed  process  set  forth  in  the  SEIS,  but  rather 
in  a coordinated  BLM  Resource  Management  Plan.  As  previously  mentioned,  recent  growth  in 
our  County  has  been  explosive,  and  I think  BLM  ought  to  revisit  its  various  land  use  allocations 
in  the  County  in  a coordinated  manner.. 


Sincfifrely, 


cc:  Eagle  County  Commissioner  James  Johnson 
Eagle  County  Commissionet  Elect  Tom  Stone 
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September  1 1,  1998 
107  E.  Tamarack  Cir. 

Parachute,  CO  81635 

Mr.  Steve  Moore 
Glenwood  Spgs.  Resource  Area 
P.  O.  Box  1609 

Glenwood  Springs,  CO  SI 60 2 
Dear  Steve. 

There  are  so  many  areas  I feel  require  stronger  rules  to  protect  our 
valuable  resources.  I realize  natural  gas  is  important  to  all  of  us.  However , 
the  industry > needs  to  be  held  accountable  and  responsible  to  protect  our  other 
resources:  Water , air , wildlife,  environment , etc.,  to  name  just  a few. 

As  I mentioned  in  our  conversation,  Steve,  water  is  our  most  valuable 
resource  We  can  survive  without  gas,  but  we  would  ail  perish  without  water. 

As  the  earth’s  population  grows,  the  demand  for  water  increases.  Unless  solutions 
are  found,  water  shortages  will  occur,  also  famine,  and  in  some  areas  of  the  world 
'WATER  WARS'.  The  drillers  use  a great  deal  of  water,  which  cannot  be  used  for 
anything  else,  it  is  just  wasted.  In  your  final  draft  you  need  to  insist  that  the 
industry  check  into  new  technology  that  will  enable  them  to  recycle  water  and  to  use 
as  little  as  possible.  The  maximum  protection  alltemative  should  be  imposed  to 
protect  both  the  quality  and  quantity  of  our  water.  The  industry > needs  to  invest  in 
new  technology,  not  use  something  used  thirty  or  forty  years  ago. 

The  environment  is  also  important.  It  is  important  for  agriculture,  orchards, 
cattle,  wildlife,  etc.  I strongly  suggest,  that  the  BLM  protect  what  is  left  of  our 
riparian  areas , elk  and  mule  deer  habitat , calving  and  breeding  grounds,  and 
critical  winter  range.  The  protection  of  these  areas  within  public  lands  is  especially 
important . as  private  land  use  chips  away  at  these  values.  Again,  I say  the 
maximum  environmental  protection  of  our  public  lands  should  be  the  rule,  not  the 
exception.  The  land  belongs  to  all  of  us,  not  just  the  industry  giants  who  will  stop 
at  nothing  to  fatten  their  wallets.  We  have  very  little  recourse  on  private  lands, 
but  please,  Steve,  make  rules  for  our  public  lands  strong  and  meaningful.  Visual 
impact  is  important  to  all  of  us.  Colorado's  beauty  aids  tourism , brings  in  $$$$. 
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I feel  a requirement  for  new  leases  should  contain  language  that  does  not 
allow  drilling  until  adequate  surveys  are  made  to  determine  whai  natural  values 
are  present.  Strengthen  requirements  on  new  leases  and  enforce  the  maximum 
protection  alternative.  Also  on  old  leases , check  your  authority  to  increase 
bonding,  thereby  encouraging  the  developers  to  be  responsible  keepers  of  the 
environment.  Don't  buy  into  the  excuse  that  being  responsible  and  doing  the 
right  thing  is  cost  prohibitive  That  is  an  excuse  they  have  had  good  results  with, 
don't  let  them  continue  to  do  that. 


I am  concerned  about  all  phases  of  the  effects  of  drilling.  I ask  the  BL\f  to 
really  strengthen  all  regulations  pertaining  to  drilling  in  the  GSRA.  Thank  you, 
Steve , for  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  the  Supp  E1S,  and  to  make  our 
concerns  and  feelings  known 


Sincerely  Yours, 


Shirley  Willis 

Secretary.  GVCA  //&) 
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